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HEN firſt I had the pleaſure to peruſe 

the Second Letters addreſſed to me by 

Doctor Prieſtley, upon the ſubject of our Lord's 
divinity ; I was not ill ſatisfied to find the perform. 
ance ſuch, both in matter and in ſtyle, as would 
have releaſed me from all obligation to a formal 
reply ; although I had made no previous declara- 
tion of the reſolution, in which I am fixed, never 
to enter into a uſeleſs diſquifition upon the main 
queſtion—an exhauſted ſubject, in which nothing 
new is to be ſaid on either fide ;—nor to purſue 
an interminable controverſy, with one, whom, 
with a high reſpe& for his natural abilities, and 
his attainments in ſome other parts of learning, I 
muſt till call an inſufficient antagoniſt, The 
diſlike of trouble in my natural diſpoſition is ſo 
B ſtrong, 


%Y 


. ſtrong, as too often, I fear, to ſtrive for the maſtery 
with better principles. I was well ſatisfied to find, 
that in the conteſt with Dr. Prieſtley, I was at 
liberty to indulge my indolence, without ſeeming 
to deſert my cauſe : that his book, abounding in 
new ſpecimens of that confident ignorance, which 
in theſe ſubjects is the moſt prominent feature in 
his writings, and in expreſſions of fiery reſentment 
and virulent invective, carried with it, as I thought, 
its own confutation to unprejudiced readers of all 
deſcriptions : to the learned reader, by the proof 
which it furniſhes of the author's incompetency 
in the ſubject; to the unlearned, by the conſci- 
ouſneſs which the fierceneſs of his wrath betrays 
of a defect of argument, 


To mention a few inſtances; it gave me great 
ſatisfaction to perceive, that the whole confutation 
of the proof, which I had built upon the epiſtle of 
St. Barnabas, of the orthodoxy of the firſt Hebrew 
Chriſtians *, was to conſiſt in an inſinuation, that 
* doubts had been entertained by many learned men 
concerning the genuineneſs of that epiſtle ; and 
in an aſſertion of my antagoniſt's, that it is moſt 
evidently interpolated; and that the interpola- 
tions reſpec the very ſubject of which we treat; 

The 


geeetter viii, in reply to Dr. Prieſtley, + Second Letters 
d the Archdeacon of St. Albans, p. 7. I Ibid. 
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21 
The genuineneſs of the epiſtle, as a work of St, 
Barnabas the apoſtle, had been expreſsly given up 
by me; its age being the only circumſtance of im- 
portance to my argument. For the notion that it 
is evidently interpolated, particularly in what re- 
ſpects the ſubject of which we treat; the evidence 
by which the aſſertion is ſupported, is of that ſort, , 
which every one, who engages in controverſy, muſt 
rejoice that his adverſary ſhould condeſcend to em- 
ploy. Some paſſages in the Greek text, which 
allude to our Lord's divinity, are not found, it 
ſeems, in the old Latin verſion; others, relating to the 
ſame ſubject, appear in the old Latin verſion only, 
and are not found in the Greek text“. That the 
Greek text and Latin verfion both carry evident 
marks of the injuries of time; that defects, ſometimes 
of a ſingle word, ſometimes of many words, ſome- 
times of whole periods, abound in both, is known 
to every one who has ever looked into the work, 
It is doubtleſs therefore a very rational concluſion, 
that whatever is not found both in the original, and 
in the verſion, is in either an interpolation. That 
the hand of Time muſt always have fallen upon the 
correſponding paſſages in the two copies, may be 
taken as a ſelf-evident propoſition ! If any aſſer- 

ys tion 


* Second Letters to the Archdeacon of St, Albans, P» 7. 
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tion thetefore of our Lord's divinity occur in ei- 
ther copy, which is not found in both, the ſuſpi- 
ſion muſt be but too well founded, that ſome 
wicked Athanaſian has been tampering ! 


I was well pleaſed to find, that the two paſſages 
which my antagoniſt has produced from the Greek 
text, as evident inſtances of interpolation, are not 
among thoſe which I have cited. In theſe two 
paſſages the divinity of ourLord is briefly alluded to, 
In every one of the four, cited by me, it is diſtinctiy 
aſſerted or ſtrongly implied: of theſe four two are 
found, with inconfiderable varieties, both in the 
Greek and in the Latin; the other two in the Latin 
only. But that I lay the chief ſtreſs ® upon either of 
the two which are in the Latin verfion only, is a 
mere imagination of my adverſary. 


The ſatisfaction, which this confutation of my 
argument from Barnabas afforded, was not a 
little heightened, by the manner in which I am 
convicted of an error, in the appeal, which, in 
my Sixth Letter to Dr. Prieſtley, I made to the 
authority of Grotius, among others, in ſupport of 
the opinion, which I maintain, of the orthodoxy 
of the Nazarenes, in the article of our Lord's di- 


vinity. 


* Second Letters to the Archdeacon of St. Albans, p. 8. 
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a vinity. Dr. Prieſtley, in his firſt Letters to me, 

L ſaid, that I was ſingular in aſſerting this. To ſhow 

le that I was not ſingular in the aſſertion (not to prove 
the thing aſſerted; for the proof of that I build 
entirely upon what is to be found in ancient - 


5 writers; but to diſprove the pretended novelty of 
k the aſſertion) I alleged the authorities of Gro- 
Ot tius, Voſſius, Spencer and Huetius, ** Having 
0 « examined, ſays my antagoniſt, in the Third of his 
* « ſecond Letters, the moſt reſpectable of theſe au- 
ly *. thorities, viz. Grotius, I find him entirely fail. 
te ing you, and ſaying no ſuch thing as you aſcribe 
** * to him *.” Then, to prove that Grotius fails 
un me, and ſays no ſuch thing as I aſcribe to him; 
of Dr. Prieſtley produces a paſſage from Grotius, to 
2 which I never meant to allude, and which is in- 


deed nothing to the purpoſe. But he takes no 
notice of the paſſages upon which my aſſertion 
was built, and to which the. margin of my publi- 
cation referred him. 


© The ſatisfaction, which it gave me to find my- 
ſelf thus confuted, was ſtill increaſed, by the retracta- 
tion of this confutation in my adverſary's appendix, 
No. 3. A retractation, which in effect is little leſsthan 
a confeſſion of the fraudulent trick, which had not 
the 
. Second Letters to the Archdeacon of St. Albans, p. 30. 


( 30.) 
the advice of friends ſeaſonably interpoſed, it is too 
evident, he meant to put upon the Public. I ſay upon 
the Public; for upon me he could not think that it 
would paſs. Whatever may be his opinion of my 
learning; he has, I believe, had ſome experience 
of my vigilance, in watching the movements of an 
enemy; and he could not imagine, that the paſſage, 
which he produces,would paſs with myſelf, for that 
which I cited. But he has heard perhaps from 
thoſe who know me, of the conſtitutional indolence 
which domineers in my diſpoſition ; and under 
this circumſtance, and the declaration which I had 
made of my intention to give him no reply, he 
thought himſelf ſecure againſt detection. 


I muſt acknowledge another gratification, which l 
received from this ſame No. III. of Dr. Prieſtley's 
Appendix. I learnt from it, that Grotius, * when 
4% he ſpeaks of the Nazarenes as holding the com- 
© mon faith of other Chriſtians, with reſpect to 
« Chriſt;” meant only that they held ſomething, 
which was ot the common faith of other Chriſ- 
tians +. And that Sulpitius Severus, when he 

ſays 


+ Buy the common faith of Chriſtians in that early age, 
46 Grotius no doubt meant his own opinion, &c,” Second 
Letters to the Archdeacon of St, Albans, p. 217. 


C42. ) 


ſays that © all the Jewiſh Chriſtians till the time 
© of Adrian held that Chriſt was God, though they 
*« obſerved the law of Moſes, (Chriftum Deum 
« ſub legis obſervatione credebant is to be confidered 
as having ſaid nothing more, than that al- 
* moſt all the Jews at Jeruſalem were Chriſtians, 
though they obſerved the law of Moſes . 
Certainly the learned commentator and the hiſto- 
nian are to be ſo underſtood. For were they to be 
mderſtood in the plain meaning of their words, 
they would flatly contradict Dr. Prieſtley. Which 
however if they had done, it would have been no 
great matter: for any writer, who may contra» 


dict Dr. Prieſtley, is little to be regarded. 


Dr. Prieſtley has been reading the Parmenides! 
Having taught the Greek language ſeveral years at 
Warrington, he conceived himſelf well qualified to 
encounter that profound book. The benefit which 
he has received from the performance of this knotty 
taſk, exactly correſponds with my notion of his abt- 
lities for the undertaking. He has found the whole 
treatiſe unintelligible | ! Perhaps he has ere this 
boked through the Enneads of Platinus with the like 


emolument, He muſt therefore be well qualified 
; to 


* p. 218. + Second Letters, p. 145. f Second Letters, 
145 
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to illuſtrate the hiſtory of the Platonic doctrines, in 
the moſt myſterious parts: and in the GREAT 
WORK, with which the preſs now labours, his 
promiſe will, I dare ſay, be fulfilled of teaching the 
world many things reſpecting them, of which his 
antagoniſt is ignorant. He can produce hundreds of 
paſſages to prove, that the divinity which the or- 
& thodox Chriſtians aſcribed to Chriſt was the very 
« fame principle which conſtituted the wiſdom 
& and other powers of God the Father ;" and he 
can prove that © this was agreeable to the princi- 
& ples of thoſe Platoniſts, from whom Philo and 
« the Chriſtian fathers derived their opinion *.“ 
That the ſecond perſon in the Platonic triad was, ac- 
cording to the theology of that ſchool, the Prin- 
ciple of Intelligence in the godhead, he will find in- 
deed not difficult to prove. But unleſs he can ſhew, 
that this principle of Divine Intelligence was not 


_ ſuppoſed, by the Platoniſts, to have had from all 


eternity a perſonality of its own, diſtin& from the 
. Perſonality of either of the two other principles; 

* he will prove nothing, but what is already known 
to every child in Platoniſm, 


The GREAT WORK will probably abound 
in new ſpecimens of the proficiency which he has 


made in logic, under the tuition of the great Locke. 
| 


Second Letters, p. 124. 


9. 
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It was not unpleaſant to me to find this great logi- -. 
cian confounding being, ſubflance, and ſubſlratumF4 3 
that is, ignorant of the diſtinctions of Sro5acs 
(which ſeems to be Being in his language) ar 
and STox<vcy ; to find him unapprized of that 
great principle, without which a logician will 
handle his tools but aukwardly, that the genus 
cannot be predicated of the ſpecific differences :; 
and, from an ignorance of this principle, falling into 
an error, into which indeed greater men than he 
have fallen, that Being is the univerſal genus under 
which all other genera rank as ſpecies. 


Theſe, and many other, glaring inſtances of un- 
finiſhed erudition, ſhallow criticiſm, weak argu- 
ment, and unjuſtifiable art to cover the weakneſs, 
and ſupply the want of argument ; which muſt 
ſtrike every one who takes the trouble to look 
thro' theſe Second Letters; put me quite at eaſe with 
reſpe& to the judgment, which the Public would 
be apt to form between my antagoniſt and me; and 
confirmed me in the reſolution of making no reply 
to him, and of troubling the Public no more upon 
the ſubject, except ſo far as might be neceſſary, to 
eſtabliſh ſome facts, which he has ſomewhat too 

C peremptorily 


+ Second Letters, &c. p. 138. f“ —The former (being! 
d the genus, and the latter [perſon] the ſpecies, &c. p. 140. 
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peremptorily denied; and to vindicate my cha- 
racter from aſperſions, which he has too inconſide- 
rately thrown out. 


The matters of fact which I mean to prove are 
theſe. 


I. Origen's want of veracity in diſputation. 


II. The exiſtence of orthodox Hebrew Chris. 
tians at Jeruſalem after the time of Adrian. 


III. The decline of Calviniſm, amounting al. 
molt to a total extinction of it, among the Engliſh 
diſſenters. 


The ſlander, which I mean to repel, is contained 
in my adverſary's infinuation, that I have ſpoken 
with contempt of the doctrines of Calvin, 


As for the outcry which he makes about my in- 
tolerance, and my bigotry to what he calls high- 
church principles, it gives me rather pleaſure than 
uneaſineſs. I conſider it, as the vain indignant ſtrug- 
gle of a ſtrong animal which feels itſelf overcome ; 
the mere growling of the tyger in the toils ; and 
I diſdain to anſwer. I glory in my principles; I 
am proud of the abuſe, which they may draw upon 

me. 


= Ro a 

me. Nor thall I pretend to apologize for the : 
ſeverity and warmth of my preſent Janguage, or 
of any which I may think proper to employ in 
. the enſuing pages. After the avowal which Dr. 

Prieſtley has made, in his laſt publication “, of the 

ſpirit in which he has drawn his polemical ſword; 

it is time, that on our part alſo the ſcabbard ſhould - x 

be thrown away. 
(- | 

Dr. Prieſtley's Second Letters to the Archdeacon 

of St. Albans are, at this inſtant, lying open before 
* me, at the 53d page. My eye is attracted to a 
paſſage near the bottom, diſtinguiſhed by a mark, 
which in the firſt peruſal of the work, I had ſet 
againſt it in the margin; which reminds me, that 
it is one of thoſe, in which I was the moſt captivated 
with the juſtneſs of the reaſoning, and the frank- 
neſs of the writer's declarations, Although I have 
already ſpent more time than when I firſt took 
"Th up my pen, I thought to do, in culling the flowers 
* of my adverſary's compoſition; I cannot refiſt the 
42 temptation of ſtopping (although it delay for 
g- a few moments the buſineſs to which I haſten) to 
e; pluck this delicious bloſſom, which I had well 
* C 2 nigh 


See the Animadverſions on Mr. White's Sermons annexed 
on to Dr. Prieſtley's diſcourſe upon the CEO of Free 


1Cs Inquiry, P · 78. 
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nigh overlooked, ſenſible how much it will add 
to the brilliancy and fragrance of my poſey. 


| Biſhop Pearſon alleges, that Ignatius in his 
epiſtles to Polycarp, to the Epheſians, Magne- 
fians, and Philadelphians, refers to the doctrine 
of the Ebionites as an heretical doctrine. Theſe 
references would demoliſh Doctor Prieſtley's notion, 
that the Ebionites were not conſidered as heretics, 
ſo early as in the times of Ignatius. Dr. Prieſtley 
& therefore finds no ſuch references,” in theſe 
epiſtles, ** except perhaps two paflages.” Two 
clear references are juſt as good as two thouſand, 
How then ſhall we diſpoſe of theſe two paſſages ? 
Very eaſily. They may eaſily be ſuppoſed to have 
© been altered,” Yes. Suppoſitions are eaſily 
made; and, for that very reaſon, they are not eaſily 
admitted by wary men ; without ſome other re- 
commendation than the bare eaſe of making them, 
joined to the conſideration of the ſervice, which 
a particular ſuppoſition may render to a party- 
writer, as a crutch for a lame argument. Upon 
what ground then may we build this ſuppoſition, 
which is ſo eaſily made, of an alteration in two 
paſſages in the epiſtles of Ignatius, which as they now 
ſtand, contradi& Dr. Prieftley ? Upon the firmeſt 
ground imaginable, © When CORRECTED by 
„% an UNITARIAN, nothing is wanting to the 
evident purpoſe of the writer.” Corrected by an 
Unitarian { 


. 
Unitarian! The Unitarians, if they are not ſname- 
fully belied by the eccleſiaſtical hiſtorians, have 
ever indeed been famous for their readineſs at this 
buſineſs of Correction. The Arians took the 
trouble to correct a treatiſe of Hilary of Poictou, 
in which the heretical confeſſion of the council of 
Ariminum was the ſubject: they corrected, and cor- 
rected, till the work became a novelty to its author. 
They, or the Macedonians, did the ſame good 
office for St. Cyprian's epiſtles ; and to circulate 
their amended copies the more widely, they fold 
them at Conſtantinople at a low price. Similar 
liberties were taken with the works of the two 
Alexandrians, Clemens and Dionyſius. They, 
who thus corrected, were not deficient in the kin- 
dred art of forging whole treatiſes, under the 
names of the brighteſt luminaries of the church, 
in which the holy fathers were made to ſupport 
heretical doctrines. The Holy Scriptures were 
not unattempted ; as appears by the teſtimony of 
thoſe *, who lived at the time when the amended 
copies were extant in the world ; who, in proof of 
the heavy accuſation, appeal to the notorious diſ- 
agreement of different copies, which had under- 
gone the reviſion of different herefiarchs. This is 
indeed the confutation of the Unitarian doctrine, 
that both the primitive fathers, and the holy ſcrip- 
tures, muſt be corrected in every page, before they 


can 
* See Euſeb. Ecc, Hiſt, Lib. V. 
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ean be brought to give evidence in its favour, 
It is becauſe the Unitarians themſelves have always 
underſtood this, that they have ever been ready 
to apply the needful correfiions, when they thought 
the thing might be done without danger of de- 
tection. But the modern Coryphens of the com- 
pany is, I believe, the firſt who ever had the in- 
diſcretion to avow the practice, and confeſs that he 
could not otherwiſe ſtand his ground, than by an 
appeal to the teſtimony of CorrtcreD FArHERSG 
He is himſelf indeed a maſter of the art of cor. 
rection. His attempt upon a paſſage in St. John's 
firſt Epiſtle, will never be forgotten “. 


Will he dare to recriminate ? he will. The or- 

* thodox, he ſays, as they are commonly called, 
« have tampered with the New Teſtament itſelf, 
& having made interpolations favourable to the 
& doctrine of the Trinity, eſpecially the famous 
© paſſage concerning ie three that bear record in 
& heaven .“ The great name of NEWTON is 
brought up, to give weight to the accuſation, 
& Newton among others has clearly proved, &c.“ 
And this he imagines, I myſelf will acknowledge. 
Doctor Prieſtley, even before the inditing of theſe 
ſecond letters, muſt have found himſelf deceived 
in 


See the charge to the clergy of the archdeaconry of St, 
Albans, p. 17. + Second Letters, p. 13. 
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in ſo many inſtances, in his imaginations about 


. me; how I would acknowledge, and how I would 
'S recant, how my eyes would be opened by the in- 
y formation which he had to give me; that I won- 
it der he ſhould venture to imagine any more, in a 
te ſubject in which he has found himſelf ſo liable 
1 to error. He imagines, that I muſt acknowledge, 
1- WF that Newton has clearly proved, that the record of 
e the three in heaven in St. John's firſt epiſtle, is an 
in interpolation made by ſome of thoſe, whom I call 


the orthodox.—No ; I acknowledge no ſuch thing. 
r. Suppoſe I were to make the firſt part of the ac- 
13 knowledgement, that the paſfage is an interpolo- 
tion; what conſequence would bind me to the 
ſecond ; that the orthodox had been the falſifiers ? 
Is it becauſe their purpoſe might have been ſerved 
by the pretended falſification ? Truly their purpoſe 
had been poorly ſerved by it. Iris not agreed, among 
the orthodox themſelves, that this text relates to the 
conſubſtantiality of the three perſons in the God- 
in bead. It is my own opinion, that it does not: 
is Wand this I take to be the reaſon, that it is ſo ſeldom 
on. MW alleged by the ancient writers in proof of the 
b. Trinity. But why muſt I acknowledge, that the 
ge. ¶ paflage is at all an interpolation ?—Becauſe Newton 
ele and others have clearly proved it. To me the 
red proof is not clear. Were the defect of poſitive proof 
in Fofthe authenticity of the paſſage much greater, than 
* Newton 


( 20 ) 


Newton and others have been able to make out; it 
would ſtill be a ſtrong argument with me in favour 
of it, that the omiſſion of the paſſage breaks the 
connection, and wonderfully heightens the ob- 
ſcurity, of the Apoſtle's diſcourſe. Doctor Prieſtley 
imagines, that I hold myſelf bound to acknow- 
ledge whatever Newton has attempted to prove, 
In his letters to me, and in his animadverſions 
upon Mr. White's celebrated diſcourſes, he is 
often pleaſed to boaſt of the probability ® of what 
he knows, more than his antagoniſts : and that too 
in ſubjects, in which he has been convicted of the 
greateſt want of knowledge. I hope I may ſay, 
without arrogance, that it is probable, that Sir 
Ifaac Newton's talents in demonſtration, are as well 
known to me, as to Doctor Prieſtley, It is pro- 
bable too, that after the pains which I have taken 
to examine the writings and authorities on which 
his ancient chronology was founded, I am as well 
qualified, as Dr. Prieſtley, to judge of his talents in 
other ſubjects, which are not capable of demonſtra- 
tion. Now in theſe, I ſcruple not to ſay with a 
writer of our own times, that the great Newton 
went out like a common man. For the expoſition, 
which to complete his argument againſt the record 


of the three in heaven, he gives of the context of the 
88 Apoſtles 


Second Letters, p. 135, 146. 200, 202. Animadverſions 
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Apoſtle's diſcourſe; I hold it to be a model of 
that ſort of paraphraſe, by which any given 
ſenſe may be affixed to any given words. But 
that even the external evidence of the authen- 
ticity of the paſſage is far leſs defective, than 
Newton and others have imagined ; will be 
denied, I believe, by few who have imparrtially 
conſidered the very able vindication of this cele- | 
brated text, which has lately been given by Mr. 
Travis in his Letters to Mr. Gibbon. Dr. Prieſt- 
ley perhaps has not found leiſure to look through 
that performance. Or, if he has, he has formed, 
I ſuppoſe, no very high opinion of the author's 
acquaintance with Chriſtian Antiquity “.“ For in 
this all, who oppoſe the Socinian tenets, are miſera- 
bly deficient. 


Here I cloſe my remarks upon my adverſary's 
reaſoning ; and I now proceed to the proof of my 
own facts, and the vindication of my own charac- 
ter. | | 


* Sec Remarks on Mr. Howes's diſcourſe. 
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CHAPTER FIRST. 


Of Origen's want of Veracity.— Of the Fathers in 

general. —Of the paſſages in which St. Chryſoftom 
is ſuppoſed to aſſert, that the Apoſiles temporiſed. 
A ſpecimen of Correction by an Unitarian. 


"HE firſt fact that comes in queſtion is the 
want of veracity in diſputation, — [ 
* to Origen. 


Inga the ſecond book againſt Celſus, near the be- 
ginning of the book, Origen aſſerts of the Hebrew 
Chriſtians of his own times, without exception» 
that they had not abandoned the laws and cuſtoms 
2 4 | of 


in 
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of their anceſtors ; and that, for that desen, they 
were called Ebionites. Dr. Prieſtley ſets a high 
value upon this teſtimony of Origen; as clearly 
eſtabliſhing his great point, that the Ebionites 
were nothing worſe than the Chriſtians of the Cir- 
cumciſion. I maintain, that if the truth of Ori- 
gen's aſſertion were admitted; ſtill his teſtimony 
would be leſs to Dr. Prieſtley's purpoſe, than he 
imagines. It would prove, indeed, the Hebrew 
Chriſtian, and the Ebionite, to be the ſame; but 
it would equally prove, that the diſbelief of our 
Lord's divinity was no neceſſary part of the Ebio- 
næan doctrine. But I go further. I deny the 
truth of Origen's aſſertion in both its branches. 
I deny, that it is univerſally true of the Hebrew 
Chriſtians, in his time, that they had not aban- 
doned the Moſaic Law; and I deny that it. is 
true, that they were all called Ebionites. I ſay, 
that Origen himſelf knew better, than to believe 
bis own affertion. And I ſay that it was a part of 
Origen's character, not to be incapable of allerting, 
in argument, what he believed not. 


Dr. Prieſtley ill 1 this open attack upon the 
eredibility of one, whom he conſiders as a principal 
witneſs. He defends Origen, by retorting a ſimilar 
accuſation upon me; and, with the utmoſt vehemence 
of indignant oratory, he arraigns me at the tribunal 
of the Public, as a falſifier of hiſtory, and a defamer 

_ of 
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of the character of the dead . From affertions 
which I have not raſhly made, it muſt be ſomething 
more terrible to my feelings, than the reproaches 
of Dr. Prieſtley, loudly re-echoed by his whole 
party, that ſhall compel me to recede. 


I fay, then, that in the particular matter in queſ- 
tion Origen aſſerted a known falſehood. I ſay, 
in general, that a ſtrict regard to truth, in diſputa- 
tion, was not the virtue of his character. 


With reſpect to the particular matter in queſtion; 
if I prove, that Origen knew the falſehood of his 
own aſſertion in the firſt branch of it, in which he 
. avers, that the Hebrew Chriſtians in his time 
* had not abandoned their ancient laws and cul- 
* toms ;” no great ſtreſs, I preſume, will be laid 
upon the ſecond, ** that they were all called Ebio- 
. nites.” For, according to Origen's account of the 
reaſon of the name (which yet I believe not to be 
the true one), the two branches of his affertion 
muſt ſand or fall together. 


Tt is an inconvenience which attends controver- 


y, that it obliges both the writer and the reader to 


go frequently over the ſame ground. I muſt here 
repeat, what I obſerved in the ſeventh of my letters 
ys wha - 


#* Second Letters, &c, Preface p. xvili. p. 47, and 192. 
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to Dr. Prieſtley, that it was in anſwer to a reproach 
upon the converted Jews, which Celſus had put in 
the mouth of an unbelieving Jew, that by embracing 
Chriſtianity they were deſerters of their ancient law, 
that Origen aſſerts, that the Jews believing in Chriſt 
had not renounced their judaiſm. This aſſer- 
tion is made at the beginning of Origen's ſecond 
book. Now, at no greater diſtance than in the | 
third ſection of the ſame book, the good father 
takes quite another ground to confute his adverſary. 
He inſults over his ignorance, for not making the 
diſtinctions, which he himſelf, in the allegation in 
queſtion, had confounded. © It is my preſent 
* point, ſays Origen, to evince Celſus's ignorance; 
* who has made a Jew ſay to his countrymen, to 
* Iſraelites believing in Chriſt ; Upon what mo- 
« tive have you deſerted the law of your anceſ- 
„tors? But how have they deſerted the law of 
te their anceſtors, who reprove thoſe that are in- 
© attentive to it, and ſay, Tell me. ye, Sc. 2” 
Then, after a citation of certain texts from St. Paul's 
epiſtles, in which the Apoſtle avails himſelf of the 
authority of the law, to inforce particular duties; 
which texts make nothing either for or againſt the 


Jew's 
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Jew's aſſertion, that the Chriſtians of the circum- 


cifio n had abandoned their ancient laws; but 
prove only, that the diſuſe of the law, if it was ac- 
tually gone into diſuſe, could not be deemed a de- 
ſertion; becauſe it proceeded not from any diſre- 
gard to the authority of the Lawgiver : after a 
Citation of texts to this purpoſe, Origen proceeds 
in this remarkable ſtrain. ** And how confuſedly 
« does Celſus's Jew ſpeak upon this ſubject? when 
« he might have ſaid more plauſibly, Some of you 
« have relinquiſhed the old cuſtoms upon pretence 
46 of expoſitions and allegories. Sou again, ex- 
« pounding, as you call it, ſpiritually, nevertheleſs 
&* gbſerve the inſtitutions of our anceſtors. But 
« $OME, not admitting theſe expoſitions, are willing 
* to receive Jeſus as the perſon foretold by the 
4 prophets, and to obſerve the law of Moſes ac- 
« cording to the ancient cuſtoms, as having in the 
« letter the whole meaning of the Spirit “.“ In 
theſe words Origen confeſſes all that I have al- 
leged of him. He confeſſes, in contradiction to 
his former aſſertion, that he knew of three ſorts 

of 
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of Jews profeſſing Chriſtianity. One ſort adhered 
to the letter of the Moſaic law, rejecting all figu- 
rative interpretations : another ſort admitted a figu- 
rative interpretation, conforming, however, to the 
letter of the precept : but a third ſort (the firſt 
in Origen's enumeration) had relinquiſhed the ob- 
ſervance of the literal precept, conceiving it to be 
of no importance in compariſon of the latent figu- / 
rative pee, 


But this is not all. In the next ſentence, he 
gives us to underſtand, though I confeſs more in- 
directly, but be gives us to underſtand ; that of 
theſe three ſorts of Hebrews profeſſing Chriſ. 
tianity, they only, who had laid aſide the uſe of 
the Moſaic law, were in his time conſidered as true 
Chriſtians. For he mentions it as a further proof 
of the ignorance of Celſus, pretending, as it ap- 
pears he did, to deep erudition upon all ſubjects, 
that in his account of the hereſies of the Chriſtian 
Church he had omitted the ſfraelites believing in 
Jeſus, and not laying aſide tbe law of their anceſtors. 
© But how ſhould Celſus, he ſays, make clear diſ- 
te tinctions upon this point; who, in the ſequel of 
“ his work, mentions impious hereſies altogether 
& Aienated from Chriſt, and others, which have 
e renounced the Creator, and has not noticed [or 
knew not of Liraclites believing in Jeſus ard 

f ce not 
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& not relinquiſhing the law of their fathers ** 
What opinion is to be entertained of a writer's ye- 
racity, who, in one page, aſſerts that the Hebrews 
profeſſing Chriſtianity had not renounced the Jew. 
iſh law; and, in the next, affirms that a part of 
them had renounced it, not without an inſinuation, 
that they, who had not, were heretics, not true 
Chriſtians? EGO HUIC TESTI, ETIAMSI JU. 
RATO, QUI TAM MANIFESTO FUMOS 
VENDIT, ME NON CREDITURUM ESSE 
CONFIRMO. 


I flatter myſelf, that I have eſtabliſhed my charge 
againſt Origen with reſpe& to the particular fad 
in queſtion. That a ſtrict regard to truth in diſ- 
putation was not the virtue of his character, I ſhall 
now ſhew by another ſtrange inſtance of preyarica- 
tion, which occurs in theſe ſame books againſt Cel- 
ſus. Celſus, to deprive the Chriſtian cauſe of all 
benefit from Iſaiah's prophecy of the Virgin's con- 
ception, makes his Jew ſay, what hath fince been 
ſaid by many Jewiſh critics without the leaſt foun- 
dation, that the Hebrew word in If. vii. 14, which 
is rendered by the LXX, a Virgin, denotes only 2 


bas * 
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goung.<vonian: Origen, in juſtification of the ſenſe 


in which Chriſtian interpreters underſtand the paſ- 
ſage, cites *® the law againſt the incontinence of 
betrothed virgins in Deut. xxii. 23, 24; the 
word 25, which Chriſtians underſtand of a virgin 
in Iſaiah, being allowed, as Origen will have it, 
to denote a virgin in this paſſage of the law. Bur 
in this paſſage, according to our modern Hebrew 
text, the word is not , but Tong. Were it 
certain that h had been the reading in the copies 
of the age of Origen ; a ſuſpicion might ariſe, that 
the text had been corrupted by the Jews, for the pur- 
poſe of depriving the Chriſtians of one argument in 
vindication of their interpretationof Iſaiah. Butthere 
is ſomething ſo ſuſpicious in the manner of Origen's 
appeal to this text; that he is rather to be ſuſ- 
pected of prevarication, than the ſynagogue of 
fraud. F jp MF; 1 AN, iv 01 pee So: 
X0Vjce W wWpog T1, werben, anno os erg T1 
Wie, delle, OE OTL, t & ra Aevſtporopure ere 
maple, '&c. * The word which the LXX 
have tranſlated into the word wegfevo {a virgin], 
# but other interpreters, into the word veg [a 
« young woman], is put too, AS THEY SAT, 
in Deuteronomy for a virgin.” What is this, 
As they ſay? Was it unknown to the compiler of 
the Hexapla, what the reading of the Hebrew 


Contra Celſ. Lib. I. $ 34. 
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text, in his own time, was? If he knew that it 
was, what he would have it thought to be; why 
does he feem to aſſert upon hearſay only? If he 
knew not; why did he not inform himſelf? that 
he might either aſſert, with confidence, what he had 
found upon enquiry to be true; or not aſſert what 
could not be maintained. EGO HUIC TESTI, 
ETIAMSI JURATO, QUITAM MANIFESTO 
FUMOS VENDIT, ME NON CREDITURUM 
ESSE CONFIRMO. | 


So much for Origen's veracity in argument, ſo 
unjuſtly aſperſed by me, ſo compleatly vindicated 
by Dr. Prieſtley “. 


I will here take the liberty to remark upon the 
early fathers in general, whoſe memories .are ne- 
. vertheleſs to be revered, for their learning and the 
general ſanctity of their characters; that in their 
popular diſcourſes, and, in argument, they were 
too apt to ſacrifice ſomewhat of the accuracy of 
fact to the plauſibility of their rhetoric : or, which 
is much the ſame thing, they were too ready 
to adopt any notion, which might ſerve a preſent 
| Purpoſe, without nicely examinining its ſolidity or 
its 


4 have compleatly vindicated the character of Origen, 
© which you have endeavoured to blot.” Second Letters, Kc. 


. 189, 
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its remote conſequences. For this reaſon the great 
profit, which may ariſe from the ſtudy of their 
works; is rather that we may gather from them, 
what were the opinions and the practice of the 
whole body of the Church, in the times wherein 
they lived; than that any one of theſe writers is 
ſafely to be followed in all his aſſertions. In- 
ſtances of precipitation, in advancing what occurred 
at the moment, and ſerved a preſent purpoſe; may 
de found, I believe, in the writings of no leſs a 
man than St. Chryſoſtom. I ſhall mention one in- 
ſtance which occurs to me, which is very remark- 
able, though perhaps of litile conſequence. In 


his homilies upon the ſecond epiſtle to the Corin- 


thians, Chryſoſtom relates that it was not agreed, 
in his time, who the perſon might be, who is de- 
ſcribed by St. Paul as the © brother whoſe praife 


* js in the goſpel in all the churches :” that ſome 
thought St. Luke was meant under this deſcription ; 


others St. Barnabas: and, for a reaſon which he 


mentions, he gives it as his own opinion, that St. 


Barnabas was probably the perſon intended. 
But, in his firſt homily upon the Acts of the Apoſ- 
tlles, he no leſs than three times brings up this 
text as an atteſtation of St. Paul to St, Luke's me- 


rit: for no other reaſon, but that this application 


of it ſerved the purpoſe of a rhetorical amplifica- 
tion of St. Luke's praiſe. 


E 2 Upon 


= 

pon this circumſtance of the notorious careleſſ. 
neſs of the fathers in their rhetorical aſſertions, I 
ſhould build my reply to the ſeveral paſſages which 
Dr. Prieſtley has produced from St, Chryſoſtom, to 
prove that it was allowed by Chry ſoſtom, that the 
doctrine of the Trinity had never been openly 
taught by the Apoſtles; if thoſe paſſages appeared 
to me, in thè ſame light in which they appear to 
my antagoniſt, As for the particular paſſage in 
Athanaſius, if any Unitarian, who reads the entire 
paſſage, thinks that the Jews there mentioned 
were converted, not unbelieving, Jews; I muſt 
apply to him, what Dr. Prieſtley remarks of thoſe 
whom I eſteem as orthodox, that * the minds of a 
% few individuals may be ſo locked up, that no 
& keys we can apply will be able to open them *. 
For St. Chryſoſtom, I cannot find that he ſays 
any thing, but what I myſelf would fay ; that the 
Apoſtles taught firſt what was eaſieſt to be learned, 
and went on to higher points, as the minds of 
their catechumens became able to bear them. If 
I could allow that he has any where ſaid, what 
Dr. Prieſtley thinks he finds in his expreſſions, 
that the Apoſtles had been reſerved and concealed 
upon an article of faith; I ſhould ſay, that it 
was a thought that had haſtily occurred to him, 
as a plauſible ſolution of a difficulty, which de- 
| ſer ved, 


Importance of free enquiry, p. 59. 
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ſerved, perhaps, no very diligent diſcuſſion in a 


popular aſſembly, and that he had haſtily let it 
eſcape him. I am well perſuaded, that any prieſt 
in Chryſoſtom's juriſdiction, who ſhould have 
maintained this extraordinary propoſition, that 
the Apoſtles had temporized in delivering the 
« fundamentals of the Chriſtian faith,” would 
have met with no very gentle treatment from the 
pious Archbiſhop of Conſtantinople. Had the 
prieft, in his on vindication, preſumed to ſay ; 
Holy Father, if I am in error, you yourſelf muſt 
* anſwer for it. Upon your authority I adopted the 
opinion, which you now condemn ; you have re- 
*peatedly ſaid in your commentaries, upon the ſa- 
* cred books, that the Apoſtles and the Evange- 
* liſts ſtood in awe of the prejudices of their hear - 
ers: Chryſoſtom would have replied ; © Faith- 
« leſs monſter ! is it thy ſtupidity, or thy baſeneſs, 
that interprets, as an impeachment of the ſince- 
e rity of the firſt inſpired preachers, my encomium 
« of their wiſdom? But why ſhould I wonder, 
that he ſhould not ſcruple to ſlander bis biſhop, 
* who ſpares not the Apoſtles and Evangeliſts.“ 
Had the prieſt been able to prove againſt St. Chry- 
ſoſtom, that he had, indeed, given countenance in 
his writings to ſuch an error; the good father 
would have repented in ſackcloth and aſhes. 
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As the mention of Dr. Prieſtley's quotations from 
St. Chryſoſtom has occurred; I muſt not omit to do 
juſtice to a paſſage, which has ſuffered a little in 
the hands of this emeritus profeſſor of Greek in 
the late academy at Warrington. I ſpeak of the 
paſſage cited by Dr. Prieſtley, in his Second Let- 
ters, p · 94, from the firſt homily on the epiſtle to 
'the Hebrews. In the Greek, as Dr. Prieſtley gives 
It, it is rank nonſenſe; and not very intelligible, 
in Dr. Prieſtley's Engliſh. Dr. Prieſtley, to get it 
into Engliſh at all, has had recourſe to an emenda- 
ton. An r muſt be turned into xa, or ſome- 
46 thing elſe.” * Suppoſe s turned into xa: ; what will 
be the antecedent of the pronoun ig in the 
Greek, or bimſelf in Dr, Prieſtley's Engliſh ? Had 
Dr. Prieſtley conſulted any good edition of St. 
- Chryſoſtom, either the Paris edition of 1735, or 
the old Paris edition of Fronto Duczus, or the 
Eton edition; he would have found that # yas 
tue 6 90 ſhould be x Yap wmrev.0 Xo:gog 3 and that 
z ſhould keep its place. Obſerve, ſays St, Chry- 
* ſoſtom, the Apoſtle's prudence in the choice of 

/ N 


taught it nine years, the laſt fix of them at 
« Warrington.” Second Letters, p. 202. 

Ad ſummum, non Maurus erat, nec Sarmata, nec Thrax, 
Qui ſumpſit pennas, mediis ſed natus Athenis. | 
But the elements of the language, it ſeems, were not taught 
there. [Ibid.] The profeſſor indeed, had the elements 

been to be taught, had been ill qualified for his chair. 


„ 


# his expreſſions. For he has not ſaid, Chriſt ſpale, 
« although he, [i. e. Chriſt,] was the perſon who 


& ſpake : but becauſe their minds were weak, and 


« they were not yet able to bear the things con- 
« cerning Chriſt, God, he ſays, ſpake by him.” 


The particular notion that Chriſt was the Jehovah 
of the Old Teſtament, the perſon who converſed with 
the Patriarchs, talked with Moſes in the buſh, dif- 
played his tremendous glory at Sinai, and ſpake by 
the prophets; is what St. Chryſoſtom thought the 


Hebrews not far enough advanced in the theory of 


revelation to bear, If he thought them too weak, 
to bear the general doctrine of our Lord's De1TY ; 
his judgement would be of little weight, ſince Sr. 
Paul thought otherwiſe. For, in the ſecond verſe 
of the firſt chapter of this epiſtle, the Apoſtle en- 
ters upon that abſtruſe ſubject, which in the firſt, 
according to Dr. Prieſtley's interpretation of St. 
Chryſoſtom, he is ſuppoſed to ſhun; in the third 
verſe, he goes deep into the myſtery ; and, in the 
eighth, he applies to Chriſt what the Pſalmiſt ſays 
of God, that his throne is for ever and ever, the 
« ſcepter of his kingdom a ſcepter of righteouſ- 
« gneſs: and the manner, in which the words of 
the Pſalmiſt are introduced, ſhews that the Apoſtle 
thought, that they, to whom he wrote, could not 
but join with him in this application. Dr. Prieſt- 
ley, I ſuppoſe, thought it as well to keep it out of 
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the reader's ſight, that Chryſoſtom, in this very 
paſſage, ſpeaks of Chriſt as the Jehovah of the Old 
Teſtament. He thought it beſt to keep the true 
meaning of the paſlage out of fight ; and for this 
reaſon he choſe to follow the corrupt and ſenſeleſs 
reading of the Heidelberg edition (a bad copy of 
the Veroneſe text, in a very {mall part only col- 
lated with the Palatin and- Auguſtan MSS.) and 
rejecting an emendation unanimouſly received by 
later editors, who took the pains to rectify the 
text by a laborious collation of many MSS, to 
make the beſt of the paſſage for himſelf, by cor- 
recting in the wrong place. Thus indeed we have 
a beautiful ſpecimen of an ancient father correfed 
by an Unitarian! 


I muſt not quit the ſubject of theſe quotations, 
without obſerving; that the Learned Reader, in this 
firſt homily of St. Chryſoſtom upon the epiſtle to 
the Hebrews, will find St. Chryſoſtom's own con- 
futation of the proof, which Dr. Prieſtley attempts 
to bring from his works ; that it was a thing 
known and admitted in his time, that the Apoſtles had 
been filent upon the ſubject of our Lord's divi- 
nity z and that the orthodox, to account for this 


acknowledged fact, were reduced to the neceſſity of 
ſuppoſing that they temporized. What the ſilence 
of the Apoſtles, upon this ſubject, was; may be 
learned from the epiſtle to the Hebrews, What 
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St. Chryſoſtom's opinion of their temporizing cau- 
tion was ; may be learned from his firſt homily up- 
on that epiſtle. Whoever reads only the two firſt 


ſections of that homily, will perceive, that the pru- 


dence, which St. Chryſoſtom aſcribes to the Apoſ- 


tles, was a prudence in the manner of preaching. 


myſterious doctrines, not a diſhoneſt caution in diſ- 
ſembling difficulties Had he aſcribed to them 
any ſuch baſe art; the epiſtle to the Hebrews had 
been his confutation, His firſt homily on that 
epiſtle is the confutation of thoſe, who, in ignorance, 
or in art, would aſcribe to him ſo unworthy a notion 
of the founders of our faith, 
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CHAPTER SECOND. 


Of the Church of Alia, or Jeruſalem, after Adrian. 
—Maſbeim' Narration confirmed. —Cbriſtians not 
included in Adrian's Edicts againſt the Fetus. — The 
return from Pella, a fact affirmed by Epiphanius — 
Orthodox Hebrew Chriſtians exiſting in the World 
long after the times of Adrian. 


HE next fact that comes in queſtion, is the 

exiſtence of a body of orthodox Hebrew 
Chriſtians at Jeruſalem, after the final diſperſion of 
the Jews by Adrian. 


In the ſeventh of my letters to Dr. Prieſtley, 1 
ſtated briefly, what I take to be the true account of 
the changes, which took place in the eccleſiaſtical 
ſtate of Paleſtine upon the baniſhment of the Jews 
by Adrian, The ecclefiaſtical hiſtory of thoſe 
times is ſo very general and imperfect; that who- 
ever attempts to make out a conſiſtent ſtory from 
the ancient writers, which are come down to us, 
will find himſelf under a neceſſity of helping out 
their broken accounts by his own conjectures. In 
the general view of the tranſactions of that time, 
I agree almoſt entirely with Moſheim; who, in my 
judgement, hath, with great penetration, drawn 


forth the whole truth; or what muſt ſeem to us 
3 the 
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the truth, becauſe it carries the higheſt air of 
probability ; from the obſcure hints, which the 
hiſtorian Sulpitius furniſhes, connected with other 
hints, which, though unobſerved by Dr. Prieſtley, 
are to be found in other writers of antiquity. 
Dr. Prieſtley ſpeaks of a ſeries of facts *, and of 
many circumſtances, which, he ſays, I have added 
to Moſheim's account, and muſt know that I added. 
If Dr. Prieſtley conſulted that part of Moſheim's 
work, De Rebus Chriſtianorum ante Conſtantinum, 
to which the margin of my letters referred him 
(but in Moſheim, as in Grotius, it is likely that 
he turned to the wrong place): if he opened Mo- 
ſheim in the place to which I referred; he muſt know 
that I have added no circumſtance, to Moſheim's 
account ; but ſuch as every one, muſt add in his 
own imagination, who admits Moſheim's repreſenta- 
tion of the fact in its principal parts. He muſt 
know, that three circumſtances in particular, which 
he is pleaſed to mention among my additions, are 
affirmed by Moſheim : the conflux of Hebrew 
Chriſtians to Alia; the motive which induced 
the majority to give up their ancient cuſtoms, 
namely the deſire of ſharing in the privileges of the 
Elian colony; and the retreat of thoſe, who could 
not bring themſelves to give their ancient cuſtoms up, 
to remote corners of the country +. Theſe were 
Moſheim's aſſertions before they were mine: and 
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Dr. Prieſtley either knows this; or, pretending to 
ſeparate Moſheim's own account from my additions, 
he has not taken the trouble to examine what is 
mine, and what is Moſheim's. 


It may ſeem, however, that to convict my ad. 
verſary of the crime of ſhameful precipitance, in 
aſſerting what he hys not taken the pains to know, 
or of the worſe crime of aſſerting the contrary of 
what he knows; abſolves not me of the imputa- 
tion, that I have related upon the authority of Mo- 
ſheim, what Moſheim related upon none *. [ 
will therefore briefly ſtate rhe principles, which de- 
termine me to abide by Moſheim's account of the 


tranſactions in queſtion. I take for granted, then, 
theſe things. 


I. A Church of Hebrew Chriſtians, adhering to 
the obſervance of the Moſaic Law, ſubſiſted for a 
time at Jeruſalem, and for ſome time at Pella, from 
the beginning of Chriſtianity until the final diſ- 
perſion of the Jews by Adrian. 


II. Upon this event, a Chriſtian church aroſe 
at Elia. 


III. The Church of Alia, often, but impro- 
periy, called the Church of Jeruſalem, for Je- 
1uſalem was no more, in its external form, that 
is, in its doctrines and its diſcipline, was 2 

Greek 
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o BY Greek church; and it was governed by biſhops of 
„ I the uncircumciſion. In this my adverſary and I are 
is agreed. The point in diſpute between us is, of 

what members the church of Elia was compoſed. 

He ſays, of converts of Gentile extraction. I ſay, 
d- W' of Hebrews : of the very ſame perſons, in the 
in greater part, who were members of the ancient 
; Hebrew church, at the time when the Jews were 
of Wl ſubdued by Adrian. For again, I take for 
granted, | 


[ TV. That the obſervation of the Moſaic law, in 
the primitive church of Jeruſalem, was a matter of 
mere habit and national prejudice, not of con- 
ſcience. & matter of conſcience it could not be; 
becauſe the decree of the apoſtolical college, and 
the writings of St, Paul, muſt have put every true 
believer's conſcience at eaſe upon the ſubject. St. 
Paul, in all his epiſtles, maintains the total inſig- 
nificance of the Moſaic law, either for Jew or 
Gentile, after Chriſt had made the great atone- 
ment; and the notion that St. Paul could be miſ- 
taken, in a point which is the principal ſubje& of 
a great part of his writings, is an impiety, which 
cannot impute to our holy brethren, the ſaints of 
pro- the primitive church of Jeruſalem *. Again, I take 
Je- for granted, 
that ET V. That 


S A ' * By the primitive church of Jeruſalem, I mean the Hebrew 

reek Church before Adrian. The retreat to Pella was temporary 
and, I am inclined to think, of ſhort duration; and the Biſhop, 
while he ſat chere, was {till called the Biſhop of Jeruſalem. 
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V. That with good Chriſtians, ſuch as I be. 
lieve the Chriſtians of the primitive church of je- 
ruſalem to have been; motives.of worldly intereſt, 
which would not overcome conſcience, would, ne- 
vertheleſs, overcome mere habit. 


VI. That the deſire of partaking in the privileges 
of the Zlian colony, from which Jews were ex- 
cluded, would accordingly be a motive, that would 
prevail with the Hebrew Chriſtians of Jeruſalem, 
and other parts of Paleſtine, to diveſt themſelves 
of the form of Judaiſm, by laying aſide their an- 
cient cuſtoms. 


Dr. Prieſtley aſks me, Where, Sir, do you 
<« find in this paſſage [a paſſage of Sulpitius Seve. 
& rus which he cites] any promiſe of immunities to 
& the Jewiſh Chriſtians, if they would forſake the 
« law of their fathers *.” Nowhere, I confeſs, in 
this paſſage; nor in any other paſſage of Sul- 
pitius; nor in any paſſage of any ancient, | 
may add, nor of any modern writer. But the 
queſtion implies a falſe and fraudulent repreſenta- 
tion of my argument. I never ſpake, I never 
dreamed, of any promiſe of particular immunities 
to Jewiſh Chriſtians, upon condition that they re- 
nounced the Moſaic law. I ſpake only of the ge- 

neral 
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neral immunities of the Zlian colony, of which 
Chriſtians might, and Jews might not partake. 


Dr. Prieſtley alleges, that © the hiſtorian {Sul- 
« pitius] ſays, that the object of Adrian was to 
« overturn Chriſtianity *. But whatever the em- 
peror's diſlike to Chriſtianity might be, there is lit- 
tle probability that, upon this occaſion, he would 
be diſpoſed to treat Chriſtians with ſeverity. The 
hiſtorian Sulpitius nowhere ſays, that the em- 
peror's edits againſt the Jews extended to Chriſ- 
tians;z and the hiſtorian Oroſius ſays expreſsly, that 
to Chriſtians they extended not 1. Was Orofius 
too late a writer to give evidence about theſe tranſ- 
ations? The hiſtorian of Corruptions is, I be- 
lieve, ſome centuries later. His means of infor- 
mation therefore are fewer; and, were he well in» 
formed, his precipitance in aſſertion, and his talent 
of accommodating his ſtory to his opinions, ſhould 
annihilate the credit of his evidence. The teſti- 
mony of Oroſius, however inconſiderable, might 
of itſelf therefore outweigh the opinion of Dr. 
Prieſtley; if a feather only, in the one ſcale, be 
more than a counterpoiſe for a nothing fn the 


other. 
The 
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Hiſt, lib, 7, cap. xiii, ö 
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Tue teſtimony, however, of Oroſius is not with. 
out ſome indirect confirmation from other writers; 
and, what is more, from its conſiſtency with other 
circumſtances in the hiſtory of thoſe times; with 
which the aſſertion of Sulpitius, that Adrian meant 
to wound Chriſtianity through the fides of Ju- 
daiſm, will not eaſily accord. It is a notorious fact, 
that Adrian was not unfavourable to the Chriſtians, 
The Church, in his reign, obtained a reſpite 
from perſecution, The fury of its perſecutors was 
reſtrained by the imperial reſcripts to the provin. 
cial governors: who were directed not to proceed 
againſt the Chriſtians, except by way of regular trial, 
upon the allegation of ſome certain crime: and when 
nothing more was alleged than the bare name of 
_ Chriſtianity, to puniſh the informer as a ſycophant. 
A reſcript to this effect addreſſed to Minucius Fun- 
danus, proconſul of Aſia, is preſerved by Juſtin 
Martyr in his firſt apology, and, after Juſtin, by ha 
Euſebius in his hiſtory æ. This equitable diſpoſition I bal 
of the emperor towards the Chriſtians, is aſcribed e 
by Euſebius to the eloquent apologies of Quadra- iſ ® 
tus and Ariſtides, and to the remonſtrances of Se- t 
renius Granianus,the predeceſſor of Fundanus in the the 
Afiatic proconſulate+. When the Jewiſh war broke th: 
out; reaſons of ſtate immediately took place, which I r 
would 
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would greatly heighten the effect of any impreſſions, 
previouſly made upon the emperor's mind, by the 
pleadings of the Chriſtian apologifts, and the inter- 
ceſſions of what friends they might have among his 
courtiers. The Chriſtians of Paleſtine refuſed to take 
any Part in the Jewiſh rebellion ; and they ſmarted 
under the reſentment of Barchochebas, the leader 
of the inſurgents. The earlieft teſtimony now ex- 
tant of this fact is, I believe, that of Euſebius in 
his chronicle “. But the known impiety of Bar- 
chochebas, which renders it incredible that the 
Chriſtians ſhould inliſt under his banners, ſuffi- 
ciently avouches the truth of the chronologer's aſ- 
ſertion. The thing therefore in itſelf is highly 
probable, that the emperor ſhould make the dif- 
tintion, which Oroſius ſays he did, between the 
ſeditious Jews and the harmleſs Chriſtians ; who 
had, indeed, been ſufferers by their loyalty, The pro- 
bability is ſtill increaſed by certain circumſtanees 
mentioned by hiſtorians, which indicate a particular 
antipathy in the imperial court, at this time, to the 
rites of Judaiſm ; which the refractory manners of 
the Jews might naturally excite. Spartian ſays, 
that a prohibition of circumciſion was one of the 
pretences of the Jewiſh rebellion 4. Modeſtinus 
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the lawyer, as he is cited by Caſaubon, alleges x 
reſcript of Antoninus granting a permiſſion to the 
Jews, to circumciſe their own children. This re- 
ſcript of permiſſion, as it plainly implies, that the 
practice had been forbidden by ſome preceding 
emperor ; in ſome meaſure confirms Spartian's re- 
lation. All theſe circumſtances put together, cre- 
ate, as the thing appears to me, the higheſt pro- 
bability of the truth of Oroſius's aſſertion; that 
Chriſtians were not included in the edits of 
Adrian, by which the Jews were baniſhed from 
Jeruſaiem. And although no author that I know 
of, beſide Oroſius, expreſsly mentions the di- 
tinction; the contrary, that the Chriſtians were 
included, is affirmed by no ancient writer. The 
diſtinction indeed, though not mentioned, is clearly 
implied in Epiphanius's aſſertion; that the Hebrev 
. Chriſtians, after Adrian's ſettlement of the Zlian 
colony, returned from Pella, whither they had re- 
tired from the diſtreſſes of the war, to ZElia. For 
it happens, that this fat, of which Dr. Prieſtley 
does me the honour to make me the inventor, 1s 
aſſerted by Epiphanius v. To his aſſertion Mo- 

Aber ſheim, 


Epiphanius, having related that Aquila, the ſame peiſo 
. who afterwards made a tranſlation of the ſcriptures of the Olc 
_ Teſtament into Greek, was employed by Adrian as overſeer c 
the works at Elia; proceeds in theſe words: 6 ri Au 
dae br T9 Igαοννν, xa Gus Tv; pabla; r fabi Twy anc 
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ſheim, relating the fact, refers. Relating the ſame 
fact, to Moſheim I referred“: to the very paſ- 
ſage T, where Dr. Prieſtley, had he known what 
it is to examine authorities, before he pronounces 
upon them, might have found the reference to the 
original author. The confidence, with which he 
mentions this as a fact forged by me, is only one 
inſtance, out of a great number, of his own ſhame- 
leſs intrepidity in aſſertion. 


But to return from the detection of Dr. Prieſt- 
ley's fictions to the hiſtorical diſcuſſion. It 
G 2 may 
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© Whether this return of the Chriſtians of Jeruſalem, from Pella, 


took place in the interval between the end of Titus's war and 


the commencement ot Adrian's, or after the end of Adrian's, is 


a matter of no importance. It is ſufficient for my purpoſe, that 
theſe returned Chriſtians were reſiding at Jeruſalem, or 
more properly at Elia, at the fame time that Aquila was re- 
ſiding there as overſcer of the emperor's works. Let not the 
Public therefore be abuſed by any cavils, which ignorance or 


fraud may raiſe, about the chronology of the return. 


Letters to Dr. Prieſtley, p. 61. 
+ De Rebus Chriſtianorum ante Conſtantinum. Sæc. II. 5 


( 48 ) 

may ſeem, that my fix poſitions go no further, 
than to account for the diſuſe of the Moſaic Law, 
among the Chriſtians of Paleſtine, upon the ſuppoſi- 
tion that the thing took place; and that they amount 
not ta a proof, that a church of Hebrew Chriſ- 
tians, not adhering to the rites of Judaiſm, actually 
| exiſted at lia, To complete the proof there- 
fore, I might appeal to Epiphanius's aſſertion 
of the return of the Chriſtians of Jeruſalem from 
Pella. But I will rather derive the proof, from 
a fact which I think more convincing than the 
teſtimony of Epiphanius; a fact, by which that 
teſtimony is itſelf indeed confirmed. I affirm 
then, 


VII. That a body of orthodox Chriſtians of the 
Hebrews were aQually exiſting in the world, much 
later than in the time of Adrian. 


Lhe teſtimony of Origen I hold too cheap, to 
avail myſelf of his triple diviſion of the Hebrew 
Chriſtians, to prove the exiſtence of the orthodox 
ſet in his time. It muſt be obſerved, however; 
that, were his evidence at all admiffible, his diſ- 
tinction would be ſomewhat a ſtronger proof for 
me; than his general aſſertion, of which the gene- 
rality is diſcredited by the diſtinction afterwards 
alleged, can be allowed to be for my antagoniſt. 
But I give him Origen, I will reſt the credit of 
my 
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wy ſeventh poſition, upon the mention which occurs 
in Jerom's commentary upon Iſaiah, of Hebrews 
believing in Chriſt as diſtin&t from the Nazarenes. 
Jerom relates two different expoſitions of the 
prophecy concerning Zabulon and Naphtali, deli- 
rered in the beginning of the ninth chapter of 
Ifaiah ; of which expoſitions he aſcribes the one to the 
Hebrews believing in Chriſt; the other, to the Naza- 
renes. The character given of theſe Hebrews, that 
they believed in Chriſt,” without any thing to 
diſtinguiſh their belief from the common belief of 
the church, without any note of its error or im- 
perfection, is a plain character of complete ortho- 
doxy. For it was neither the diſpoſition of Jerom, 
nor the faſhion of his age, to miſs any opportunity 
of proclaiming the vices of thoſe, who were 
deemed heretics; unleſs upon occaſions, when ſome 
rhetorical purpoſe might be anſwered by conceal- 
ing them. But no rhetorical purpoſe was to be 
anſwered, in theſe notes upon Iſaiah, by a conceal- 
ment of any error, that had been juſtly to be im- 
puted to theſe Hebrews; nor was Jerom at all 
concerned to maintain the particular expoſition, 
which he aſcribes to them. He had therefore no 
inducement to conceal their errors. But he taxes 
them with none. He had therefore no harm to 
lay of them. They were orthodox believers : and 
the diſtinction of them from the Nazarenes, made 
by Jerom, is a plain proof that they were not ob- 
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ſervers of the Moſaic law. For although the Mo- 
ſaic law was obſerved in the orthodox church of 
Jeruſalem, until the time of the ſuppreſſion of the 
_ Jewiſh rebellion by Adrian; it was after his time, 
by my adverſary's own confeſſion, confined to the 

Nazarenes and the Ebionites. If then the He. 
brews believing in Chriſt obſerved not the Mo- 

faic law in the time of Jerom : ſince the Moſaic law 

had been obſerved by the firſt race of belicving 
Hebrews ; it follows, that the practice of the He. 
brew congregations had undergone a change, at 
ſome time before the age of Jerom. Dr. Prieſtley 

ſays, that great bodies of men change not their 

Opinions ſoon. I ſay, they never change their old 

cuſtoms and inveterate habits, but from ſome power 
ful motive. Now in what period of the hiſtory of the 
church ſhall we find a poſture of affairs, ſo likely t 
induce the Hebrew Chriſtians to forſake the Mo 
_ Jaic law, as that which obtained in Paleſtine upo 
the final diſperfion of the Jews by Adrian? If the 
orthodox Chriſtians of the Hebrews, actually exiſt 
ing ſomewhere in the world from the reign of Adria 

to the days of Jerom, were not members of the churc! 
of Alia, dwelling at Alia, and in the adjacents par 
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of Paleſtine ; Dr. Prieſtley, if he be ſo pleaſed * 
may ſeek their ſettlement. It is no ſmall difficul! 
upon my adverſary's fide, that he can neither te . 
5 05 what became of the Chriſtian Jews,” upon | 

' _ ſuppoſition, that with the unbelieving Jews the. 
_ 3 So 


cc we & 


Mo- 
h of 
the 
ime, 

the 
He- 
Mo- 
> law 
ving 
He- 
e, At 
eſtley 
their 
r old 
wer 
pf the 
ely ti 
> Mo 
upo 
If the 
exiſt 
\ driat 
hurct 
; part 
leaſed 
Hcult 
er te 
don 
vs the 


I we 


of the Trinitarian doctrine.“ 


| 1 ) 
« were driven out 9 Jeruſalem by Adrian & * 
por from what quarter the Greek church of Alia 
was furniſhed with 1 its members. 


© Upon theſe foundations, which a ſtronger arm 
than Dr. Prieſtley's ſhall not be able to tear up, 
ſtands the church of orthodox Jewiſh Chriſtians 
« at Jeruſalem :“ To which the aſſertors of the 
catholic faith will not ſcruple to appeal, in proof of 
the antiquity of their doctrine, whatever offence the 
rery mention of the orthodox church of Jeruſalem 
may give to the enraged Hereſiarch 4. 


He aſks me, what evidence I can bring that this 
church, even before the time of Adrian, was tri- 
nitarian. I brought evidence in my lettersh, which 
he has not been able to refute. Upon his own prin- 
ciples, the acknowledgement of their orthodoxy in 
later times, by writers who would have acknow- 
ledged no orthodoxy of any unitarian ſect, might 
be a ſufficient evidence of their earlieſt orthodoxy. 

The 


* « What became of the Chriſtian Jews who were driven 
% out of Jeruſalem by Adrian, does not appear.“ Second 
Letters, &c. p. 45. : 

+ © Thus ends this church of orthodox Jewiſh Chriſtians at 
* Jeruſalem, &c.“ Second Letters, p. 44. 

t — 7 hope, (id populus curat ſcilicet) I hope, however, we 
* ſhall bear no more of them as an evidence of the antiquity 


Second Letters, p. 45. 
$ See particularly Letter VIII, 


| © WY 
The evidence which I have brought, is nothing leſs 
than an atteſtation of a member of this earlieſt 
Hebrew church to the belief of himſelf, and his 
Hebrew brethren, in our Lord's divinity. But 
«© If they were Nazarenes, ſays Dr. Prieſtley, Epi. 
&« phanius repreſents them as unitarian when John 
ec wrote ®.” I have ſaid, and I will never ceaſe to 
fay, that Epiphanius's repreſentation juſtifies no 


ſuch opinion. But what is Epiphanius's account of 
the Nazarenes, or what is any account of the Na- 

zarenes, to the purpoſe; if the Hebrews of the I 

church of Jeruſalem were no Nazarenes ? With 2 

Jerom, the Hebrews believing in Chriſt and the : 

| Nazarenes are different people. 

715 e Second Letters, p. 45. 8 
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CHAPTER THIRD. 
Of the Hebrew Church and its Seftr, 


T muſt ſtrike the learned reader, that the Naza- 
renes mentioned by St. Jerom, in the paſſage tb 
which I now refer of his annotations on Iſaiah, 
muſt have been a different people from thoſe men- 
tioned by him with ſuch contempt in his epiſtle to 
St. Auſtin, and deſcribed by Epiphanius. The Na- 
urenes, here mentioned by St. Jetom, held the 
Scribes and Phariſees in deteſtation; their traditions. 
in contempt ; and the Apoſtle St. Paul in high vene- 
ration . And yet theſe Nazarenes, of the beſt 
ſort, were {till a diſtinct ſet of people from the He- 
brews believing in Chriſt ; that is, from the ortho- 
dox chureh of Jeruſalem, diveſted, in conſequence 
of Adrian's edits againſt the Jews, of what, until 
the time of thoſe edicts, it had retained of the ex- 
terior form of Judaiſm. Theſe remarks lead, I 
think, to a more diſtint notion of the different 
kts of Hebrews profeſſing the Chriſtian religion, 
than I have met with in writers of eccleſiaſtical anti- 
Quity ; a much more diſtin& one, I confeſs, than I 
. H | had 


64) 
had myſelf formed, when I delivered the Charge to 
the Clergy of my Archdeaconry, which gave the be- 
ginning to this controverſy; a notion however per- 
fectly conſiſtent with every thing, which I then main. 
tained; and tending to eſtabliſh the points, in which 
I differ from Dr. Prieſtley. As the queſtion about 

the Hebrew ſects is of great importance, I ſhall 
here briefly ſtate the ſum of what I have found 
concerning them in ancient writers, and then pro- 
pound my own concluſions. 

The Nazarenes are not mentioned by Is EN zvs, 
Irenæus ſays of the Ebionites “, that they acknoy- 
ledged God for the maker of the world z— that 
they reſembled not Cerinthus or Carpocrates in 
their opinions about Chriſt ; —that they uſed only 
the goſpel by St. Matthew; — were over curious 
in the expoſition of the prophets ; —diſowned the 
Apoſtle Paul, calling him an apoſtate from the 
law ;—circumciſed, and retained the Jewiſh law and 
Jewiſh cuſtoms. This deſcription of the Ebionites 
occurs in that part of the great work of Ire- 
næus, which is extant only in a barbarous Latin 
tranſlation. In the paſſage which relates to their 
opinions about Chriſt, Cotelerius ſuſpects a cor 

* ruption; and for non ſimiliter he would read con}: 
militer; ſuppoſing. that Irenæus muſt have affirmed 
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Irenæus, lib. i. cap. XXVI. 
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o nnd that he could not deny, their reſemblance of 
Cerinthus and Carpocrates in that articie; aud 
this indeed is agreeable, as will appear, to the 
deſcriptions given of the Ebionites by other 


ch enters. 
ut | 
* Irenzus in another place inſinuates, that for wine, 
nd in the Euchariſt, the Ebionites ſubſtituted pure 
ro- | 

water . 

* 
4 : 


TzrTULLIAN ſays, that Ebion made Jeſus a 
mere man, of the ſeed of David only, that is, not 
. alſo the Son of God; in ſome reſpe& higher in 
glory than the prophets . In another place Þ he 
fays, that Ebion was the ſucceſſor of Cerinthus; not 
apreeing with him in every particular, inaſmuch 
as he allowed that the world was made by God, 
not by. angels: that as a conſequence of Chriſt's 
mere humanity, he maintained the laſting obliga- 
tion of the Moſaic law ; becauſe it 1s written, that 
the diſciple is not above his maſter, nor*'the ſervant 
above his Lord. Tertullian ſays nothing expreſsly 
about the agreement, or diſagreement, of Ebion 
and Cerinthus, in their notions of Chriſt ; but the 
impiety of maintaining that he was a mere man, 
the ſon of Joſeph, he aſcribes to Carpocrates and 

5 Cerin- 


* Irenzus, lib. 5. c. II. 
+ De carne Chriſti. c. XIV. 
1 De Przſcript. Hzret. Co XLVIII. 
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Cerinthus as well as Ebion; which renders the 
emendation, propoſed by Cotelerius, in the Latin 
verſion of Irenæus, conſimiliter for non ſimiliter, very 
probable : eſpecially as a further agreement of the 
Ebionites and Gnoſtics, in their notions about 
Chriſt, is maintained by other writers. Tertullian 
again in another place, having mentioned 7 that 
St. Paul, writing to the Galatians, inveighs againſt 
the obſervers and defenders of circumciſion and the 
law,“ adds,“ this was Ebion's hereſy *.” This how- 
ever is no argument, that Ebion lived when that 
epiſtle was written. Tertullian means only to re- 
mark, that Ebion's tenets, in this article, were 
clearly confuted by St. Paul's writings. In the 
ſame place he mentions the denial of the reſurrec- 
tion of the body, by Marcion, Apelles, and Valenti- 
nus, as an error reproved in St. Paul's firſt epiſtle 
to the Corinthians. But no one, 1 imagine, would 
thence conclude that Marcion, Apelles, and Valen- 
tinus, were contempotaries of the Apoſtle, 


Oxioxx, in the ſecond book againſt Celſus, ſeems 
to comprehend the whole body of the ' Hebrew 
Chriſtians under the name of Ebionites ; and at- 
firms, that they adhered to the law of their fa- 
thers f. But in another place, where he profeſſes 

tg 


De preſcript. Hzret. cap, XXXIII. 
f Contra Cell, lib. II. G 1. 
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ie Bf to deſcribe the Chriſtianity of the Hebrews with 
in the greateſt accuracy, he divides the whole body 
ry Bf into three ſects. The firſt, like other Chriſtians, 
he entirely diſcarded the Mofaic law: the ſecond re- 
ut WM rained the obſervation of the law in the letter of the 
an I precept ; admitting however the ſame ſpiritual ex- 
"at Il poſitions of it, which were ſet up by thoſe who 
nſt Wl diſcarded it: the third fort not only obſerved the 
he WW law according to the letter, but rejected all ſpiritual 
W. expoſitions of it *. 


re- Euskzius divides the Ebionites into two ſorts, 
ere WW both denying our Lord's divinity ; but the better 
ſort believing the miraculous conception . Both 
rejected the epiſſles of St. Paul, whom they called 
an apoſtate from the law. They uſed the Goppel 
according to the Hebrews, and held the canonical 
goſpels in little eſteem. They kept both the Jew- 
ih Sabbath and the Chriftiaa Sunday, Origen 
and Euſebius, like Irenzus, mention not the Na- 
zarenes by name. | 


St. J=ROM, in his commentary upon Iſaiah, men- 
tions Hebrews believing in Chriſt f; and, as a 
diſtinct ſer of people from theſe believing Hebrews, 

he 


* Contra Celſ. lib. II. $ 3. 
+ Hiſt, Ecc. lib. III. c. 27. 
1 In If. IX. 2, 2, 3. 
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he mentions Nazarenes who obſerved the law *, but 
deſpiſed the traditions of the Phariſees, thought 
bighly of St. Paul +, and held the doctrine of our 
Lord's divinity, For, by an expoſition of If. VIII. 
13, 14, which St. Jerom afcribes ro them, it appears 
that they acknowledged in Chriſt the mau Nun 
[che Lord God of hoſts] of the Old Teſtament, 
In hisepiflle to St. Auguſtin 4, St. Jerom deſcribes 
Nazarenes of another fort, ** who believed in 
« Chriſt the ſon of God born of the virgin Mary, 
ce in whom the orthodox believe ;” but were, ne- 
vertheleſs, ſo bigotted to the Moſaic law, that 
they were rather to be conſidered as a Jewiſh ſect, 
than a Chriſtian. In the ſame place, he ſpeaks of 
the Ebionites as a ſect anathematized for their Ju- 
daiſm, and falſely pretending to be Chriſtians ; and 
in his commentary upon St. Matthew xi. he ſays 
they acknowledged not St. Paul's LO com- 
miſſion. 


Erirnaxius deſcribes the ſect of the Nazarcnes 
as a ſer of people hardly to be diſtinguiſhed from 
Jews. He expreſſes a doubt, whether they ac- 
knowledged our Lord's divinity: but the terms, i 
which his doubt is expreſſed, argue that it was 

ground. 


In If, ibid. & VIII. 14 & 19—22. 
+ Ibid. 
$ Hieron. Op. Tom. II. f. 341. A. edit, Froben. 
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groundleſs *. He deſcribes the Ebionites as re- 
ſembling the Samaritans, rather than the Jews; 
as maintaining that Jeſus was the ſon of Mary by 
her huſband ;—that the Chriſt, deſcending from 
heaven in the figure of a dove, entered into Jeſus 


at his baptiſm. He ſays, that the Nazarenes and 
the Ebionites had each a Hebrew goſpel (the only 
one which they received), which they called the 
goſpel by St. Matthew; that the copies received by 
the two ſefts were different: compared with the true 
goſpel by St. Matthew, which the church receives, 
the Ebionæan copy was the leaſt entire, and the 
moſt corrupt. He ſpeaks of the Ebionites as a ſect, 
which branched off from the Nazarenes, and ap- 
peared not till after the deſtruction of Jeruſalem . 


From the teſtimony of an ancient writer, cited 
by Euſebius, it appears, that one Theodotus, a 
native of Byzantium, a tanner by trade, at the 
very end of the ſecond century, was the firſt 
who taught the mere humanity. of "Chriſt f. He 
preached at Rome. His doctrine was an extenfien 
of the impiety of the firſt Ebionites : for, wick 
them, the humanity of Chriſt was oyer at his bap- 


tiſm. 


Charge to the Clergy of the Archdeaconty of St. Albang, 
b. 25—28. 

+ Epiph. Hzr. zo, 

1 Hiſt, Ecc. lib, V. c. 28. 
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tiſm *. He was then deified ; or, at leaſt, exalted 
above humanity, by the illapſe of the Chriſt. 


Now, from all this, I ſeem to ber, chat, after 
the deſtruction of Jeruſalem, the Hebrew church, 
if under that name we may comprehend the feds 
which ſeparated from it, was divided into five 
different ſets of people. 


1. Jerom's Hebrews believing in Chriſt. Theſe 
were orthodox Chriſtians of Hebrew extraction, 
who had laid afide the uſe of the Moſaic law. 
They are the ſame with the firſt 'ſet in Origen's 
threefold divifion of the Hebrew Chriſtians. 


2. Nazarenes of the better ſort, orthodox in 
their creed, though retaining the uſe of the Mo- 
ſaic law. As they were admirers of St, Paul, they 
could not eſteem the law generally neceſſary to ſal- 
vation. If theſe people were at all heretical; I ſhould 
gueſs that it was in this ſingle point, that they re- 
_ ceived the goſpel of the Nazarenes inſtead of the 
canonical goſpels. | 


3. Nazarcnes of a worſe ſort, bigotted to the 
" Jewiſh law, but ſtill orthodox, for any thing that 
appears to the 3 in their creed. Theſe 


were 


See more upon this point in Mr, Howes's fermon. 
| 4 
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were the proper Nazarenes, deſcribed under that 


name by Epiphanius, and by St. Jerom in his epiſtle 
to St. Auſtin. Theſe two ſets, the better and the 
worſe ſort of Nazarenes, make the middle ſet in 
Origen's threefold diviſion. 


4. Ebionites denying our Lord's divinity, but 
admitting the fact of the miraculous conception. 


5. Ebionites of the worlt fort, denying the mira- 
culous conception, but ſtill maintaining an union of 
Jeſus with a divine being, which commenced upon 
his baptiſm. Theſe two ſects, the better and the 
worſt ſort of Ebionites, make the laſt ſet in Ori- 
gen's threefold diviſion. 


Thus we find a regular, and no unnatural, grada- 
on; from the orthodox Hebrew Chriſtian to the 
laſpheming Ebionite. It appears, however, that 
the impious degradation of the Redeemer's nature, 
though it took its riſe among the Hebrew ſects, 
vas not carried to its height among them. A ſect 
of proper Unitarians, holding the perpetual undei- 
hed humanity of the Saviour, made its firſt appear- 
aice at Rome, and boaſted for its founder Theo- 
dotus, the apoſtate ranner of Byzantium : if, in- 
deed, it was not the growth of till later times; 
which ſeems to be the opinion of the learned Mr. 
Howes, to. whoſe judgement I am inclined to pay 

is grcat 


(- 62) 

great regard. Theſe two points, however, ſeem 
certain ; that the Nazarenes, even of the beſt ſort, 
were a different people from the Hebrew brethren 
of the orthodox church of Jeruſalem : and that the 
Nazarenes, even of the worſt fort, were believers 
in the divinity of our Lord: in what extent they be. 
lie ved it, may, perhaps, ſeem to ſome aqueſtion in ſome 
degree ſtill open to diſcuſhon. At preſent, I ſee no 
reaſon to recede from the opinion, which, with 
great authorities upon my fide, I have hitherto 
maintained, of their entire orthodoxy upon that 
article. If, upon that particular point, I ſhould, 
af any time hereafter, ſee cauſe to think myſelf 
miſtaken ; my conviction is not likely to come from 
Dr. Prieſtley, but from a very different quarter. 
Mr. Howes's gth number has juſt fallen into my 
hands. That learned writer, I perceive, thinks 
that it was but a ſubordinate divinity, which the 
Nazarenes acknowledged in our Lord. For his 
opinion I feel all'the deference, which one ſcholar 
owes to the ſentiments of another ; but not without 
the ſtrongeſt prepoſſeſſions, I confeſs, at preſent is 
favour of my own. e 


CHAT: 
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he CHAPTER FOURTH. 


e · | Of the Decline of Calviniſm.— Of Conventicles. 


no N 3 | 
ith NOW paſs to the third fact, which I have ta- 
rto ken upon me to eſtabliſh ; the decline of Cal- 


hat W vimiſm, amounting almoſt to a total extinction of it, 
among our Engliſh Diſſenters ; who, no long time 
lnce, were generally Calviniſts. 


This fact is of no great importance in our contro- 
rerſy ; as it is but very remotely connected with the 
-queſtion about the opinions of the firſt ages. The 
rapid decline of Calviniſm, here in England, was 
alleged by me as an inſtance, in which Dr. Prieſt- 
ley's theorem about the rate of velocity, with which 
the opinions of great bodies of men change, would 
lead, in the practical application of it, to very errone- 
ous concluſions, If my inſtance was ill · choſen; it will 
not immediately be a conſequence, that Dr. Prieſt- 
ley's theorem, is a ſafe principle for the reformation 
of the hiſtory of the primitive church, in defiance of- 
the teſtimony of the earlieſt writers extant. It would 
give me great pleaſure to find myſelf in an error with 
| eſpe to this fact; and to ſee reaſon to believe Dr. 
AT: F, I 2 | Pxieſt- 


( 64 ) 
Prieſtley, in his aſſertion, that the great body of our 
Diſſenters at this day are Calviniſts. So many Calvin. 
iſts as are among them, ſo many friends there are to 
the catholic faith in all its eſſential branches; for 
the peculiarities of Calviniſm affect not the eſſen- 
tials of Chriſtianity. But J am ſorry to ſay, that 
1 muſt ſtill believe, that the genuine Calviniſts 
among our modern Diſſenters are very few]; unleſs, 
in a matter, which hath ſo lately fallen under the 
cogniſance of the Britiſh legiſlature, I could allow 
Dr. Prieſtley's aſſer: ion, to outweigh the plain teſti- 
mony of facts of public notoriety, 


If the great body of the Diſſenters are, at this day, 
Calviniſts; upon what pretence was it, that thedifſent- 
ing miniſters, who, in the years 1772 and 1773, peti- 
tioned Parliament to be releaſed from the ſubſcrip- 
tions to which they were held by the 1ſt of William 
and Mary, arrogated to themſelves the title of the 
GENERAL-BoDy of diſſenting miniſters of the three 
denominations in and about London? No true 
Calviniſt could concurr in that petition. For 
although I cannot admit, that the articles of 
our church, in the doctrinal part, affirm the 
ſtrict tenets of Calviniſm; yet they are in this 
part, what, as I conceive, no true Calviniſt would 
ſcruple to ſubſcribe ; and, with reſpe to the great 
doctrines of the Trinity, the Incarnation, Juſtifica- 
tion, and Grace; every genuine Calyiniſt would 


ſtart 
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ſtart at the very thought of being ſuppoſed, even 


tacitly, to concur in a requeſt to be releaſed from 
a confeſſion of his faith: for none better under- 


ſtands than the genuine Calviniſt, the force of that 
ſacred maxim, with the heart man believeth unto 
« righteouſneſs, and with the mouth confeſſion is 
made unto ſalvation.” Would Dr. Prieſtley infi- 
nuate, that his brethren of the rational diſſent ap- 
proached the auguſt aſſembly of the Britiſh Parlia- 
ment, with a petition founded upon falſe pretenſions? 
Will he ſay, that they were, in fact, the minority 
of the body, of which they called themſelves the 
generality? Will he ſay, that the Thirteen®, who 
in the meeting of the General Body at the Library 
in Red-croſs Street, on Wedneſday December the 
23d, 1772, divided againſt the vote for an applica- 


tion to Parliament to remove the reſtraints which the 


widdom of our forefathers, by the Act of Toleration, 
had impoſed; were the repreſentatives of a more nu- 
merous body, than the Fifty- five who gave their ſuf- 
frages for the motion: who, at a ſubſequent meeting, 
ſuffered not the proteſt of the thirteen orthodox 
miniſters, to be recorded in the Minutes of the bu- 

ſineſs 


gee a pamphlet entitled, A Collatien of ibo ſeveral Papers re- 
lating to the Application made to Parliament, in 1772 and 1773, 
by ſome of the Proteflant Diſſenters, for Relief in the matter of Sub- 
ſwription, &c. Landon, Printed for J. Wilkie, Ne 71, St. Paul's 
Chureb-Yard. MDCCLXXIII. 

+ See Wilkie's Collection, N- III. 
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dne of the day; and with difficulty permitted 

their reaſons to be redde “. A proceeding, by the 
way, which clearly ſhews, how cordially theſe pre- 
tended friends of general toleration would delight, 
were they in power, to tolerate opinions which 

might differ from their own ; and evinces the pro- 
priety of the prayer, which a ſenſe of ſuch wrongs, 
drew from a member of the orthodox minority, 

«From the power of ſuch pretenders to ſuperior 

& reaſon may Gop and Taz BRTTIsH Goverx- 

% MEN ever defend the orthodox Diſſenters+,” 
Theſe thirteen ſpake only the ſentiments of every 
Calviniſt, when they ſaid, © We believe the doc- 
< trines of the articles to be both true and impor- 
cet tant. We dare not therefore conſent, to be held 
« ap to view as thoſe, who indulge any doubts re- 

et ſpecting their truth, or at all heſitate about their 
« ;mportance. We conſider them as the baſis of 

our hope, the fource of our comfort, and the 
« moſt powerful incentive to a courſe of ſincere, 

s ſtedfaſt, chearful, obedience .“ It were injuſtice 
to theſe worthy men, to let any occaſion paſs of 
- mentioning their names with the reverence which is 
due to them. David Muire, John Rogers, Tho- 
mas Towle, Samuel Brewer, Edward Hitchin, 

Thomas 


'* See Wilkie's Collection, No n 
+ See Candid Thoughts on the late Application of ſome Proteſtant 
8 diſſenting Miniflers, 8&c. By an Orthodox Diſſenter. Londi 
Printed for M. Goldſmith, No 20, Paterngfler Row, 1772. 
3 See Wilkie's Collection, Ne II. 5 3. 
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ed Thomas Oſwald, John Potts, John Trotter, John 
the MW Macgowan, George Stephens, Joſeph Popplewell, 
re- Henry Hunter, John Kello; theſe were the vene- 
ht, MW able Confeſſors, who, on the 23d of December, 
ich M1772, and on the 25th of January in the follow- 
ro- Ming year, in meetings of the General Body of the 
three denominations, ſtood for the Faith once deli- 
vered to the Saints, © They thought themſelves 
bound, they faid, to contend earneſtly for it 
„ againſt all who ſhould oppoſe it.” For this pur- 
poſe they formed, as I gather from the documents 
of the times &, into a diſtin aſſociation. When 


doc- Mitte petition of the Rationaliſts was laid before the 
\por- MWFarliament, they were firm and active in their op- 
held Mholition to it; conſidering the requeſt as little leſs 
ts re- ban a blow craftily aimed at the very vitals of the 
their MWicformed religion, and of Chriſtianity, indeed, it- 
fs of MWſelf. They preſented a croſs petition, ſigned, as 


4 the bey themſelves ſaid, by the Miniſters as well as 
ncere, ¶ he Laity of the moſt reſpectable congregations of 
juſtice al Proteſtant Diſſenters in town and country. 
aſs of but, when they wiſhed to give credit and authori- 
hich iy to their oppoſition, by boaſting of their num- 
Tho- bers: the moſt that they could ſay of the number 
itchin, FW miniſters, who had ſigned the croſs petition was 
"homasFWilisz that they were *© upwards of Fifty.“ The 

wnber of diſſenting miniſters in the whole king- 
Proteſiont dom 

Londa 
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dom was reckoned at that time to be about 2000. 
Of which 50 is juſt the fortieth part. When 
Dr. Prieſtley therefore affirms, that the ma. 
« jority of the diſſenting miniſters are ſtill Calvin- 
&« jſts,” he muſt be underſtood to uſe the ſame rhe. 
torical figure, by which, in the Poſtſeriptof his firſt 
Letters to me, he ſwelled a few periods of Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus to the ſize of a whole book, 
By a computation formed upon that inſtance, I 
concluded the proportion of the Prieſtleian, to the 
vulgar Whole to be that of 1 to 48: from this new 
inſtance it turns out ſomewhat larger. 


Thus, from the evidence of public facts, I hare 
the mortification to find Dr. Prieſtley's ſentiments 
confuted, and my own confirmed, concerning the 
preſent ſtate. of Calviniſm among the Engliſh Diſ- 
ſenters. And however it may now ſerve Dr 
Prieſtley's purpoſe ; to magnify. the numbers of the 
Calviniſts; his Rational brethren in the year 1772 
ſpoke of their own majority in terms which im- 
plied, that the Calviniſts were, in their judge- 
ment, a very inconſiderable part of the whole bo- 
dy of the Diſſenters. It is admitted,” ſay the 
Rationaliſts, in the Caſe of the Proteſtant diſ- 
 ſenting Minifters and Schoolmaſterz, © that the 
e greater part of the diſſenting miniſters have not 
& complied, and cannot in conſcience comply with 
te the ſubſcription required by the Act of Tolera- 

| Hy 6“ tion. 
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d. „don. The diſſenting miniſters in general are 
n = conſequently liable to the penalties abovemen- | 
a- W © tioned.” After ſtating the relief which they de- 
n- fired to obtain, they allege that the © generality of 
e- ©Proteſtant difſenting miniſters, together with 
it Wl © their people, are happily united in the object of 
le- ¶ the preſent application®.” The petitioning Diſ- 
k. Wl enters it ſeems in the year 1772 thought the Calvin- 

I Wiſts ſo few and inconfiderable ; that the miniſters, 
who could not in conſcience comply with the 1ſt 
of William and Mary, and were happily united in 
the object of the application at that time made to 
Parliament, ſeemed to them the generality of 
Proteſtant diſſenting Miniſters. Theſe gentlemen 
knew, it is to be preſumed, the ſtate of the diſſent. 
They meant not to impoſe a lie upon the three 
eſtates of the Britiſh legiſlature. If then my no- 
don of the decline of Calviniſm is erroncous, Dr. 
Prieſtley will at leaſt confeſs, that I am countenanced 
ad ſupported, in my error, by a very reſpectable 
wthority. - 


I am not ignorant indeed, that this authority 
vas treated with little reſpe& by the proteſting 
Calviniſts; who allowed no ſuperiority of numbers 
on the fide of the RationaliſtsÞ. It was pretended 

K that 
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that many Calviniſts concurred in the petition ; 
ſome in mere tenderneſs for ſcrupulous conſciences; 
many more upon that goodly principle, the ſource 
of all that orderly ſubmiſſion to the higher powers, 
which hath ever been ſo conſpicuous in the Puri- 
tans of this country, that even a true faith is not 
to be confeſſed at the requiſition of the magiſtrate, 
I bear that good will to Calviniſm, that it gives me 
real concern to remember, that it hath ever been 
diſgraced by a connection with ſuch a principle. 
Lam inclined however to believe, that the Calviniſts, 
who, upon puritanical principles, concurred in the 
petition of the Rationaliſts, in the year 177 2, were very 
few; and that the orthodox Diſſenters were deccived 
in the idea which they had formed of the numbers of 
their own party. The requiſition of the magiſtrate is 
now removed, and no pretence exiſts for a Puri- 
tanical reſerve, I would aſk them, what is now 
the ſtate of the Diſſenting miniſtry? Are they at 
this time a majority, are they any conſiderable 
part, of the diſſenting miniſters, who have qualified 
under the 1ſt of William and Mary? Every dif- 
ſenting miniſter has now the alternative of qualify- 
ing, either by ſubſcribing the doctrinal articles; or 
by a declaration which, by the 19th of his pre- 
ſent Majeſty, is accepted inſtead of ſubſcription, 
But the Calviniſt, even of the puritanical caſt, 
Holds himſelf bound to an open declaration of his 
faith; except in that extraordinary caſe, when 
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the interference of the magiſtrate makes it a duty, 
to diſown his uſurped authority, by refuſing to con- 
fes with the mouth, what the heart believes. 
Every true Calviniſt therefore will now qualify under 
the old Act of Toleration. And if they are but an 
inconſiderable part of the diſſenting miniſtry, who 
have qualified in this manner ; it is but too plain - 
that Calviniſm among the diſſenters is almoſt ex- 
tnguiſhed. Inconſiderable, however, as I fear 
their numbers are, the Calviniſts, for the ſoundneſs 
of their faith, are the moſt reſpectable part of our 
modern Difſenters: and though few, in compariſon 
with the general mixed body of the Rationaliſts, I 
hope they are more numerous than the proper Uni- 
arians. 


Ss much for the principal facts which I engaged 


to eſtabliſh. It may, perhaps, be expected, that 
ſhould take ſome notice of another, in which I 
have been charged with groſs and wilful miſrepre- 
ſentation. Dr. Prieſtley, in his firſt letters to me, 
expreſſed higli reſentment, at rhe uſe which I had 
made in nry Charge of the word Conventicle; as de- 
criptive of meetings in which he and friends of his 
preſide. To inform myſelf how far this reſentment 
night be well founded, and for no other purpoſe, 
| ſearched the regiſters of certain courts for ſuch 
an entry of the houſe in Eſſex Street, and for a te- 
cord of ſuch declarations on the part of the miniſ- 
1 ter, 
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ter, as, by the 19th of his preſent majeſty, are re. 
quiſite to make a meeting, upon the pretence of 
Divine Worſhip, not a conventicle in the ftri& 
ſenſe of the word. I told Dr. Prieſtley, that J 
had found neither entry of the houſe, nor record 
of the miniſter's declaration. Dr. Prieſtley replies, 
that I could, indeed, find no record of declara. 
tion; for none was ever made: but that I ought 
to have found an entry of the houſe ; for that was 
duly made. Now the truth is, that I employed the 
clerks at the different offices to make the ſearch, 
for which I paid the accuſtomed fee. I truſted to 
their report, which I find was not accurate. I be- 
lieve the fact to be, as Dr. Prieſtley ſtates it. The 
houſe is entered; but the miniſter has never de- 
clared his principles, as the law requires. The 
defence of a ſtrong word, which has been taken 
perſonally, would be to me the moſt unpleaſant part 
of the controverſy, were it not that the ſtyle of Dr. 
| Vrieſtley's Second Letters, and ſome other publica- 
tions upon that fide, has put an end to all cere- 
mony between me and the leaders of the Unitarian 
party. I therefore till inſiſt, that all meetings un- 
der miniſters who have not declared, whether the 
place of meeting be or be not entered, are illegal; 
and that the word Conventicle, as it was uſed by 
me in my Charge, was not miſapplied. 
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CHAPTER FIFTH. 
Of the Doctrines of Calvin, —Of Methodiſts. 


NOW proeced to reply to Dr. Prieſtley's in- 
ſinuation, that I have ſpoken with contempt of 
the doctrines of Calvin, which at the ſame time, 
be preſumes, I really believe“. He was in good 
bumour with me, when he drew up this concluding 
paragraph of his third letter: for his reaſon for 
preſuming that I believe what, he imagines, I 
ſpeak of with contempt, is, that he is unwilling 


* to tax me with infincerity +.” 


If any where I ſeem to ſpeak with contempt of the 
doctr ines of Calvin, Lhave certainly been unfortunate 
in the choice of my expreſſions. It is one thing not 
tw aſſent to doctrines in their full extent; quite ano- 
ther to deſpiſe them. I am very ſenſible that our ar- 
ticles affirm certain things, which we hold in com- 
mon with the Calviniſts: ſo they affirm certain 
things which we hold in common with the Luthe- 
ransz and ſome things which we hold in common 

. with 
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with the Romaniſts, It cannot well be otherwiſe; 
for as there are certain principles which are com- 
mon to all Proteſtants, ſo the eſſential articles of 
faith are common to all Chriſtians. Perhaps, in 
points of mere doctrine, the language of our articles 
agrees more nearly with the Calviniſtic, than with 
any other Proteſtant confeſhon. But I never was 
aware, till Dr. Prieſtley informed me of it, that I 
am obliged, by my ſubſcription to he thirty-nine 
articles, to believe every tenet that is generally 
known by the name of Calyiniſtic *: and, till the 
obligation is inforced upon me' by ſome higher au- 
thority than his; I ſhall, in theſe matters, ſtand 
&« faſt in my liberty.“ Nevertheleſs, I hold the 
memory of Calvin in high veneration; his works 
have a place in my library ; and, in the ſtudy of the 
holy ſcriptures, he is one of the commentators whom 
I frequently conſult. I may appeal to my own con- 
gregation at Newington, and to other congregations 
to which, by my ſituation, I am occaſionally called 
to preach, to witneſs for me, that I never mention 
the Calviniſtic divines without reſpe& ; even when 
I expreſs, what I often expreſs, à diſſent, upon parti- 
cular points, to their opinions. The reſpe& with 
which they are mentioned in my Good-friday fer 
mon, in which I aſſerted the doctrines of Providence 

on the one hand, and of Free- agency on the other, is, 


perhaps, 
* Second Letters, &cc. p. 35. , | 
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perhaps, in Dr. Prieſtley's own recollection. In 
the paſſage to which he alludes, in my ſeventh let- 
ter to himſelf, he will find no contempt expreſſed 
of Calviniſts, or of their opinions. The ſeverity of 
the reflection falls on thoſe, who have fo ſpeedily 
deſerted a doctrine to which, for a long time, they 
were not without bigotry attached ; while they not 


only maintained Calvin's tenets without exception, 


but ſeemed 9 there could be no orthodoxy 
out of Calvinifm. I conſider it as the reproach of 
the Diſſenters of the preſent day, that a genuine 
Calviniſt is hardly to be found; except in a ſe, 
conſpicuous only for the encouragement, which the 
leaders of it ſeem to give, to a diſorderly fanaticiſm. 
The rational Diſſenter hath nothing in common with 
the Calviniſt, except it be an enmity to the epiſ- 
copal eſtabliſhment of this country; and this he 
hath not ſo much in common with the Calviniſtie 
churches, as with his own anceſtors the factious Pu- 
ritans. 


It was, perhaps, an omiſſion, that when the ſcarcity 
of Calviniſts among the Engliſh Diſſenters was men» 
tioned, a diſtin exception was not made in fa- 
wur of natives of Scotland, formed into Calviniſ- 
tic congregations, under reſpectable paſtors of their 
own country and of the true Calviniſtic perſuaſion, 
here in London, and perhaps in other parts of 
Logland, But I conſider theſe as no part of our 


Engliſh 
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Engliſh Diſſenters. They are members of another 
national eſtabliſhment ; who, reſiding here, may 
think that a conformity with the church of Eng- 
land might be interpreted as a deſertion of their 
own communion. The rational diſſenter may take 
no credit to himſelf, for their adherence to their old 
principles; nor are they involved in the reproach 
of his degeneracy. 


While I thus repel my adverſary's ſlanderous 
inſinuation, of contempt expreſſed by me of Cal. 
vin's doctrines; the reflection, I doubt not, is ari- 
fing in his breaſt, and with much ſecret ſatisfaction he 
ſays within himſelf, © He is making his peace, I ſee, 
e with the Calviniſts; but how will he get over my 
0 remark, upon the diſreſpectful language in which 
© he has ſpoken of the Methodiſts ? his brother 
* churchmen*!”” To the burthen of that crime my 

- ſhoulders, I truſt, are not unequal. What if I frame 
my reply in terms, which Dr. Prieſtley's late publi- 
cation furniſhes: That whenever occaſions ſhall ariſe, 
which may make it my duty, as a miniſter of the 
goſpel, to declare my ſentiments ; I ſhall not wait 
for Dr. Prieſtley's leave, to“ expreſs my contempt 
% of what L think to be deſpicable, and my abhorence 
cc of what I think to be ſhocking . The Methodiſt, 
Jam ſenſible, profeſſes much zeal for our common 
faith · 


Fee Second Letters, &c. p. 36. 
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faith. Many of his follies, I am willing to believe, 
proceed more from an unhappy peculiarity of tem- 
perament, than from any thing amiſs in the moral 
diſpoſitibhs of his heart. Let him then. renounce 
his fanatical attachment to ſelf-conſtituted uncom- 
niſſioned teachers; let him ſhew his faith by his 
works ; not the formal works of ſuperſtition and 
hypocriſy, but the true works of everlaſting righ- 
teouſneſs ; the works of Fair-dealing, Charity, and 
Conitinerice : let him do this, and churchmen will 
turn to him, and call him brother. 


L CLAP 
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CHAPTER SIXTH, 


| o tbe „ Spirit of Dr. Prie/tley's Controverſial 
Writings. —Conclufzon. 


HAVE replied more largely than I thought 

to do, to more. than is deſerving of reply in 
Dr. Prieſtley's Second Letters. But, as the con- 
troverſy between him and the advocates of the ca- 
tholic faith, is now brought, by his own declara- 
tions, to a ſtate reſembling that of a war, in which no 
quarter 1s to be given or accepted; I think myſelf at 
liberty to ſtrike at my enemy, without remorſe, in 
whatever quarter I may perceive an opening; and 
I think myſelf called upon, by the preſent ſituation 
of the controverſy, not to ſuppreſs the remarks, 
which have ſpontaneouſly ariſenin my own mind upon 
the peruſal of his late writings. I fear he is too 
little redde but by his own party ; and it is fit that 
it ſhould be generally known, what ſpirit he is 
of. 


He avows, indeed, with the greateſt frankneſs, 
that the great object of his eſſays upon theological 
ſubjects, is to ſpread opinions among his country- 

men, 


31 
nen, from the preſs, and from his pulpit, which he 
latters himſelf muſt end in the total demolition of the 
polity of his country in the eccleſiaſtical branch; the 
uly branch, againſt which he thinks it prudent, as yet, 


to declare his antipathy. In his View of the Prin- 
aples and Conduct of the Proteſtant Diſſenters, with 


ect to the Civil and Ecclęſiaſtical Conſtitution of 
England, a pamphlet firſt publiſhed in the year 
1769, after a picture, highly exaggerated I hope, 
of certain abuſes among the clergy; which he re- 
ers to the principles of our hierarchy, but which, ſo 
far as they are real, are eaſily traced to very dif- 
ferent cauſes; he, in the true ſpirit of patriotiſm, 
points out the remedy. His ſalutary advice is con- 
eyed in the form of a prediction. He foretells, 
that in © ſome general convulſion of the ſtate,” 
ach as he might hope our diſputes with the Ame- 
nean colonies, which were then viſibly tending to 
an open rupture, might, in no long time, produce; 
„ ſome bold hand, ſecretly impelled by a vengeful 
„ providence, ſhall ſweep down the whole toge- 
*ther *.* In later publications he diſcovers no 
averſion, to be himſelf the hand employed in that 
indictive buſineſs; although his indiſcretion, which 
be avows, and which ſeems indeed to be very great, 
when the glorious proſpect of ſtate convulſions 
varms and elevates his patriotic mind, ſhould ren- 
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der him, it may be thought, unfit to have a part 
in the execution of any project, in which the ſucceſ 
may at all depend on ſecrecy. In the dedication 
of his late Hiftory gf Corruptions to Mr. Lindſey, 
he tells bis friend (what might be fitting for an af- 
ſociate's ear, but it is a ſtrange thing to be men- 
tioned in public) © that while the attention of men 
« in power is engroſſed by the difficulties, which 
© more immediately preſs upon them; the endea- 
« yours of the friends of reformation [that is, of 
© thoſe concealed inſtruments of vengeance on their 
devoted country |], their endeavours in points of 
« dotrine paſs with lei notice, and operate without 
© obſeruftion . In his laſt publication he has 
thrown out many acute remarks upon the efficacy 
of “ ſmall changes in the political ſtate of things, 
ic to overturn the beſt compacted eſtabliſhments : 
upon the certainty, with which the exertions of 
himſelf and his aſſociates operate to the ruin of the 
eccleſiaſtical conſtitution : upon the violence, with 
which cauſes, that lie dormant for a time, at laſt 
act. We, he ſays, are, as it were, laying gu#- 
& powder grain by grain under the old building of 
terror and ſuperſtition, which a ſingle ſpark may 
c hereafter inflame, ſo as to produce an inſtanta- 
* neous exploſion 1. He ſhews, with great abi- 

. lity 3 
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lityz that all meaſures of government, to ſupport 
the eccleſiaſtical conſtitution, will be of no avail, if 
nee a great majority of the people can be made 
ts enemies “. And, for this good purpoſe, he de- 
daims in his conventicle to © enlighten the minds and 
6 excite the Zeal +* of the mechanics of the pppu- 
lus town of Birmingham, with reſpe& to the doc- 
riges in diſpute between himſelf and the aſſertors of 
bat faith, which the Church of England holds in 
common with the firſt Chriſtians. T he avowal of 
heſe ſentiments in himſelf, of hoſtility to the politi- 
al conſtitution of his country; the attempt, to ex- 
te ſimilar ſentiments in the breaſts of the com- 
# moneſt people,” in whoſe breaſts they cannot be 
apeced to lie inactive, quietly expecting the event 
of literary diſcuſſion ; ſach avowal, and ſuch at- 
tempts are more, I ſhould think, than can be juſ- 
ified by the right of private judgement upon ſpe- 
wlative queſtions. Not that I would inſinuate that 
bey, in any degree, deſerve the attention of our 
gorernors.; for I am well perſuaded that neither 
lis doctrine, nor his principles, are gaining that 
ground among the people, which he ſeems to ima. 
fine, I am inclined indeed to think, that the ad- 
cement even of his Unitarian doctrine is but 
low, except in his own head; in which it ſeems 

to 
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to be making haſty ſtrides. In his good wiſhes to 
the conſtitution, I think better of many of his 
Unitarian friends, than to believe that they concur 
with him. And while Trade and ManufaQures 
flouriſh at Birmingham; we may ſafely truſt to 
the inducements, which every man there will find 
to mind his own buſineſs, to defeat the ſucceſs of Dr. 
Prieſtley's endeavours to“ enlighten and excite,” 
It ſeems therefore unneceſſary at preſent to think of 
« raiſing the dam, or of making it ſtronger.“ It 
will be the better policy of government, to let the 
brawling torrent paſs. The attempt to provoke 
ſeverities by audacious language, in order to raiſe 
a cry of perſecution, if ſedition, making religion 
its pretence, ſhould meet with a premature check 
from the ſecular power ; is a ſtale trick, by which 
the world is grown too wiſe to be taken in. If 
Dr. Prieſtley ever ſhould attempt to execute the 
ſmalleſt part, of what he would now be underſtood 
to threaten; it may then be expedient, that the ma- 
giſtrate ſhould ſhew, that he beareth not the ſword 
in vain, But whatever Dr. Prieſtley may affect to 
think of the intolerance of Churchmen in general, 
and of the Archdeacon of St. Alban's in particular; 
a Churchman lives not in the preſent age ſo weak, 
who would not in policy, if not in love, diſcour- 
age, rather than promote, any thing that might be 
called a perſecution of the Unitarian blaſphemy, in 
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AChurchman lives not ſo weak as not to know, that 
perſecution is the hot-bed, in which nonſenſe. and 
piety have ever thrived. It is ſo friendly to the 
growth of religion, that it nouriſhes even the nox- 
jous' weeds, which carry but a reſemblance of the 
tre plant in the external form. Let us truſt, 
therefore, for the preſent, as we ſecurely may, to 
the trade of the good town of Birmingham, and to 
the wiſe connivance of the magiſtrate (who watches, 
w doubt, while he deems it politic to wink) to nip 
Dr. Prieſtley's goodly projects in the bud: which 
nothing would be ſo likely to ripen to a dangerous 
eſeR, as conſtraint exceſſively, or unſeaſonably, uſed. 
Thanks, however, are due to bim, from all lovers 
of their country, for the miſchief which he wants 
wt the inclination to do, if he could find the 
neans of doing it. In Gratitude's eſtimation, the 
Will is ever to be taken for the Deed. 


In his Firſt Letters to me, and in former publi- 
ations, Dr. Prieſtley profeſſed to diſbelieve an in- 
piration of the Apoſtles and Evangeliſts; in any 
greater extent, than might be conſiſtent with the 
liderty, which he uſes, of criticiſing their reaſonings 
and their narrations. I had a hope that denying, 
8 he does, our Lord's divinity, he ſtill admitted, 
n ſome figurative ſenſe, that“ all the fulneſs of 
che Godhead dwells in him bodily.” I had a 
lope, that he believed, at leaſt, an unlimited inſpi- 
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ration (ſince be diſbelieves any nearer communion 
with the Godhead) of him to whom * the Spirit 
« tas not given by meaſure.” I perceived, with 
concern, by his late publication, that * the plenary 
« inſpiration of Chriſt * * is to be diſbelieved, no 
leſs than that of the Apoſtles. The aſſertion, in- 
deed, is qualified, by confining it to caſes © with 
« refpe& to which the object of their miſſion did 
not require inſpiration.” The object of their 
miſſion required, that the firſt preachers of Chriſ. 
tianity ſhould be infallible, in whatever opinions they 
maintained either about the nature of God, or the 
principles of his moral government; in whatever they 
taught, concerning the terms, or the means, of man's 
acceptance and ſal vation; and in the facts which 
they have related of the Redeemer's life. If in theſe 
things they were not infallible; if an appeal lies 
from their aſſertions, to any man's private opi- 
nions ; who ſhall draw the line, where the truth of 
their preaching ends, and their error commences ? 
If their inſpiration was complete upon theſe ſub- 
jects; it was, to all intents and purpoſes, plenary. 
If it gave them no light about the true ſyſtem of 
the world, the circulation of the blood, or the 
properties of the Leyden Phial; it was not upon that 
account defective, as a religious inſpiration. The 
diſtinction therefore between a plenary inſpiration, 
and an inſpiration extending only to caſes in 
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dich the object of their miſſion required it, is vain 
nd imaginary : and it is mere pretence, to profeſs 
belief in the one, when the other is openly denied. 


In his firſt Letters to me Dr. Prieſtley diſavowed 
tis belief of the inſpiration of the Apoſtles as 2wri- 
rs only . Our bleſſed Lord left no writings. 
When, therefore, the fulneſs of his inſpiration is 
lnied ; the denial muſt be underſtood of his in- 
piration, as an oral teacher. Dr. Prieſtley, there- 
bre, muſt extend his diſbelief of the inſpiration of 
he Apoſtles to their oral doctrine; unleſs he would 
te guilty of the folly of ſetting the diſciple above 
tis Lord. 


It is ſome time ſince it was told me, that an admirer 
H Dr. Prieſtley's tenets, in converſation with a Di- 
nine of the Church of England, high in ſtation. and 
learning, had maintained; that our dying Lord's 
promiſe to the thief, that he ſhould be with our Lord 
hat day in paradiſe; was founded on a miſtaken no- 
fon, of him who gave it, about the ſtare of the dead. 
Dr. Prieftley's diſciples well know, that the thief 
x this time is nowhere, and will not be in para- 
liſe before the reſurrection. The leader of a party 
k not anſwerable for the abſurdities of all his fol- 
bwers : I was unwilling, therefore, to make the 
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concluſion that Dr. Prieſtley himſelf ever would 
maintain, what he now maintains, the fallibility of 
Chriſt! I ſhudder while I relate theſe extrava- 


gancies, though it be only to expoſe them, 


Dr. Prieftley has given free ſcope to the powers 
of his eloquence, upon the ſubje& of my pretended 
injuſtice to illuſtrious characters, living and dead. 
If injuſtice may be committed by praiſe beſtowed 
where it is unmerited, no leſs than by cenſure 
injuriouſly applied; Dr. Prieſtley may find it more 
difficult, than I have done, to refute the accuſation, 
A character now lives, not without its eminence, 
nor, I hope, without its moral worth, which Dr, 
Prieſtley ſeems to hold in exceſſive admiration ; and 
upon which he is too apt to be laviſh of his praiſe, 
Few, who are acquainted with his writings, will 
be at a loſs to gueſs, that the character I ſpeak of 
is HimsELF, As the analyzer of elaſtic fluids, he 
will be long remembered: but he ſometimes ſeems to 
claim reſpect as a Goop CHRISTIAN, and a Goo 
Sosjzer. If upon any branch of Chriſtian duty 
my conſcience' be at perfect eaſe ; the precept, 
« Judge not,” is that which, I truſt, I have not 
tranſgreſſed. The motives, by which one man 1s 
impelled, are, for the moſt part, ſo imperſeCtly 
known to any other; that it ſeems to me cruel to 
ſuppoſe, that the evil, which appears in men's ac- 
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ninds. I have ever, therefore, held it dangerous 
and uncharitable, to reafon from the actions of men 
o their principles; and, from my youth up, have 
been averſe to cenſorious judgement. But when 
nen declare their motives and their principles; it 
yere folly, to affect to judge them more favourably 
than they judge themſelves. I ſhall, therefore, 
zot heſitate to ſay, that after a denial of our Lord's 
Minty, his pre-exiſtence, and the virtue of his 
nonement; after a denial, at laſt, of our Lord's 
lenary inſpiration ; after a declaration of implaca- 
tle enmity to the conſtitution under which he 
Ives ; under which he enjoys the licence of ſaying 
what he liſts, in a degree in which it never wag 
ajoyed by the firſt citizens of the freeſt demo- 
cracies; the goodneſs of his Chriſtianity, and his 
nerit as a ſubject, are topics upon which it may 
te indiſcreet for the encomiaſt of Dr. Prieſtley to 
alarge. 


FOR eighteen months or more it hath been the 
boaſt of the Unitarian party, that the Archdeacon 
of St. Alban's hath been challenged to eſtabliſh facts 
which he had averred ; that he hath been inſulted 
n his character, as a ſcholar and a man; charged 
vich ignorance, miſrepreſentation, defamation, and 
alumny®; and, that under all this he hath continued 
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ſpeechleſs . He hath at laſt ſpoken; in a tone 
which, perhaps, will little endear him to the Uni. 
tarian zealots. It matters not. The time ſeems 
yet lo diſtant, when the train which they are lay. 
ing may be expected to explode; that the danger 
is exceeding ſmall, that he will ever be reduced to 
the alternative of renouncing his faith, or relin- 
quiſhing his preferments: or to the harder alter- 
native, which Dr. Prieſtley ſeems to threaten +, © of 
* a priſon, with a good conſcience, or his preſent 
© emoluments without one.“ If thoſe happy times, 
of which Dr. Prieſtley propheſies, ſhould overtake 
him ere his courſe is finiſhed ; when an Arian, or 
Socinian Parliament {, ſhall undertake the bleſſed 
buſineſs of a ſecond reformation, and depoſe Arch- 
biſhops from their thrones, and Archdeacons from 
their couches of preferment ; he humbly hopes, chat 
he may be ſupplied with fortitude to act the part, 
which may not diſgrace his preſent profeſſions, 
The probability, however, ſeems to be, that cre 
thoſe times arrive (if they arrive at all, which we 
truſt they will not) my antagoniſt and 1 ſhall both 
be gone to thoſe unſeen abodes, where the din of 
controverſy and the din of war are equally un- 
heard. There we ſhall reſt together, till the laſt 
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trumpet ſummons us to ſtand before our God and 
King. That whatever of intemperate wrath, and 
arnal anger, hath mixed itſelf, on either ſide, 
with the zeal with which we have purſued our 
ferce contention, may then be forgiven to us 
both; is a prayer which I breathe from the bottom 
of my ſoul, and to which my antagoniſt, if he 
hath any part in the ſpirit of a Chriſtian, upon his 
bended knees will ſay, AMEN. 


